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A Nationwide Study of the Administration
of Vocational-Technical Education

at the State Level

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Statement of the Problem

During recent years, the urgent need for a high-quality program of edu-
cation for all children and youth has become recognized. Much pro-
gress has been made in improving the status and quality of education at
all levels. However, this vagress has been uneven, with perhaps the
greatest improvement in areas such as science, mathematics and for-
eign languages. There is a serious question whether the progress in
vocational-technical education has kept pace in many parts of the nation
and whether current policies, programs and procedures are adequate to
meet present and emerging needs in our rapidly changing economy.

Presumably, deficiencies in vocational and technical education programs
of local agencies can be reduced or eliminated through more effective
leadership or influence from the state and natioleat levels. With vastly
increased Federal aid and changing roles for such agencies as the Office
of Education, there is some apprehension about undesirable Federal con-
trol. Many content the Federal government should not attempt to pro-
vide direct assistance to local school systems. Some Federal leader-
ship and financial assistance are necessary, but these should be imple-
mented through the appropriate state agency.

Assuming that the American public will neither accept nor be asked to
accept complete Federal financing and control, it then becomes imper-
ative to have high-quality and effective leadership in vocational-techni-
cal education at the state level.

State Departments of Education (and also vocational - technical staffs)
vary considerably in size, organization, function and otherwise. The
average state department in 1963-64 had 75 professional staff members
available to work on educational problems and programs and with an
average of 425 districts.

The 75 State Department of Education staff members worked directly
with 1,303 schools and about 20,000 local school peoplefor the pur-
pose of maintaining standards, providing teacher and administrator



training and for the general improvement of education including buildings,
materials, methods and teaching.

Some State department consultants (18) estimated their average "visit"
to schools to be one half-day each seven years. A few were able to
approach the level of one visit in each two -year pert od. Obviously,
this situation precluded reliance upon the procedure of working with
individual principals and teachers - -especially when one takes cogni-
zance of the time required for desk work and travel. It would be un-
realistic to increase the State department staff believing that a larger
staff alone could (under traditional procedure and organization) effec-
tively influence change for improvement.

The President's Panel of Consultants on Vocational Education (11) and
others have spotlighted such widespread deficiencies in vocational-tech-
nical education as:

1. Vocational offerings which are limited in variety and in
terms of numbers of persons served

2. Programs which are unrealistic in terms of the needs of
labor

3. Inadequate concern and provision for the anticipated 21
million non, college graduates who are entering the labor
market during the 1960's and the added millions who need
to be retrained in the years ahead

4. A need for more effective State leadership to influence
local programs.

Major challenges confront state educational agencies in regard to such
problems as: (1) the improvement of education programs; (2) local-
state-Federal relationships; and (3) the roles of various educational
agencies.

Changes are occurring in State education agencies, including those with
responsibility for vocational - technical education. These are being
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_Irecipitated by socioeconomic developments in the country and to some
extent accelerated by legislation such as the Vocational Education Act
of 1963 (F. L. 88-210) and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1963 (P. L. 89-10).

Thus, there appeared to be a need to study these changes and to gain a
comprehensive view of the current status of various facets of state-
level administration of vocational-technical education. Hence, the pur-
pose of this Project was to provide pertinent, accurate information for
use, primarily, by state agency staffs in their efforts to meet the major
challenges confronting them.

B. A Selective Review of the Literature

The literature which specifically contributed to the formulation of re-
search objectives, basic assumptions (or hypotheses) and methodology
o the several individual studies is reviewed in subsequent sections of
th!si report. Only that literature which pertains to the purpose of and
rationale for the Project as a whole is reported below.

An important resource was Dr. Robert F. Will's, State Education
Structure and Organization (33). It provided a basic framework for
Ella yzing organization and structure and for studying the change process.

Three recent studies, one in New York State and two in California, fo-
cused attention on state organization for educational change. The New
York study found that the state department of education (SDE) attitude
about change influenced educational change throughout the state (5:37).
This same report indicated that local educators looked to the SDE to
assume a strong-leadership-for-change role, but not to impinge upon
basic decision-making at the local district level. The state division of
vocational education (SDVE) faces challenges similar to those of the
state departments of education generally.

A recent study of the California State Department of Education (20) con-
cluded (among other things) that:

1. The California State Department of Education, as the
staff and administrative agency of the State Board of
Education, has a vital role to play in the .Mate level
planning process.



2. As it presently functions, the State Department of Edu-
cation is not capable of its full potential in providing
state support to the process of educational development.
Major changes are indicated.

A later study (19) in California brought out the following observations:

The overlay of new substantive educational change on more
traditional styles of administration and forms of organiza-
tional structure has resulted in a variety of stresses:

a. Inhibited communication and understanding and lack
of agreement on the definition of district goals and
objectives.

b. Inhibited development and coordination of plans and
programs to achieve those goals and objectives.

c. Less than optimum utilization of valuable professional.
resources and implementat'on of appropriate change.

The July, 1965 White House Conference on Education emphasized the
need for an analysis of the role and function of state-level educational
agencies.

". . . Therefore, if our educational system is to fulfill its
functions of providing the skilled manpower we need, the in-
telligent and informed citizenry we require, and the avenue
for upward social mobility that we demand and desire for
all citizens, action must be taken now to find ways to streng-
then our state governments that have the primary responsibility
for providing educational opportunity. " (21:42)

". . . the role and function of state departments of education
need considerable critical appraisal. Even a cursory exam-
ination of the existing patterns of state organization in this
area reveals a lack of any clear -cut notion as to what the role
and function of these departments should be." (21:53)

By statute (P. L. 88-210, section 5(a), sub-sections 3, 5, 6, 7) the SDVE
is given a regulatory role in that it administers the state plan for voca-
tional education which: (3) "provides minimum qualifications... ";
(5) "sets forth such fiscal control... "; (6) "provides assurance that



the requirements of section 7 will be complied with... "; (7) "provides
for making such reports... " The same statute charges the SDVE with
leadership responsibility for projecting employment needs, promoting
cooperation between vocational programs and the State Employment
Service, and communicating vocational opportunities in the state to
local schools and vocational graduates.

State education agencies developed primarily as inspectorial, regulatory,
clerical, financial, and advisory agencies to support local education agencies.

...The establishment of a permanent central agency for
education in each state is of fairly recent origin. The
original and principal continuing role of these central
agencies has been regulatory and clerical. (32;64-65).

... The state authorities generally declare minimum edu-
cational standards for the school program, disburse state
funds to the local districts, set minimum requirements
for the certification of teachers, and sometimes buy and
prescribe textbooks for grades. (8:124)

Thurston and Roe have suggested that the state education agency have
three principal functions: leadership, administration of special agencies
and services, and regulation. (28:117-130)

Regulatory functions are those which are performed to assure
that the basic provisions for education... are followed, ...
For the most part, these regulatory activities include enforce-
ment in regard to minimum standards in education. (28:79)

The Council of Chief State School Officers also has suggested that the
state education agency is a leadership-regulatory agency.

State departments of education are responsible for enforcing
laws and administrative rules and regulations that require
local school districts to meet particular standards and com-
ply with specific conditions. In carrying out this responsi-
bility state departments are exercising state-wide re ulator
controls. State departments are likewise responsi e or
providing professional and technical assistance to local
school districts to help them meet and exceed the standards
prescribed by state law and administrative rules and regu-
lations. In carrying out this responsibility state departments
are exercising leadership. (10:10)
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Regulatory responsibilities are a direct consequence of state
authority for education. While states have delegated broad
authority to local school districts for the management and
operation of the public schools they have also established
safeguards to guarantee minimum performance... The es-
tablishment of standards and the accompanying power to
enforce compliance with them are commonly termed the
regulatory function. (10:11)

The state department of education should be the leadership
center of the state system of education. Effective leader-
ship contributes significantly to the improvement of state
and local education programs. (10:13)

Grant Venn discussed the state education agency both in terms of its
traditional role, and its emergent role in the face of changing demands.

Although state boards of education were mainly clerical,
statistical, and regulatory offices in the early years, the
functions of these agencies have increased and broadened
in scope as changes have taken place in American society.
(32:65)

The crucial role of the state education agency today is
statewide leadership for educational planning, programs,
and services. (32:66)

A recent dramatic increase in federally supported activities
has induced a new major role for state education agencies;
namely, statewide planning, projecting, and interpretation
of educational development needs. Most state education
agencies have been ill-prepared to assume the added leader-
ship responsibility. (32:66-67)

Studies of the SDE have indicated a need for detailed research and cb-
velopment in state school administration, as well as lending support to
the leadership-regulatory concept of state education agencies. R. E.
Bills (4), in studying the perceived actual and ideal roles of county
superintendents and of staff at the West Virginia Department of Educa-
tion, found four basic points of orientation to the role of the SDE.
These four were:

1. The Rendering of Services
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2. The Promotion of Change
3. The Exercise of Control
4. A "Big Brother", or Overseer Function.

The study suggested that "distinguishing features of an organization
emerge not from the acceptance or rejection of these categories or role
performance, but in the relative emphasis assigned to each", and
raised questions regarding the emphasis upon each of the four role
categories.

In a period of profound and rapid change, it is not enough
for leadership simply to be in tune with the times; the
need is for a type of leadership which can help set the
tune for the times. This being the case, should not
factor 2--the promotion of change--become the Depart-
ment's future high value? Closely related, would we not
find factor 1--the rendering of servicescompatible with
the objective of change in and through education? If so,
the factors of control and overseeing would correspondingly
dimidsh in importance. (4)

The concept of involvement is crucial for change. Especially a: the
state level there is a need to enlist the help and support of a broad
segment of the economic and political community as well as total edu-
cational resources in order to establish effective policy and imple-
ment new ideas for educational programs The need for involvement
of all segments of education in planning for the future has been indicated.

...Hopefully, leadership in making these (educational) de-
cisions will come from all segments of the educationcil
community. Up to now, consistent educational leadership
has all too frequently been absent. If the educational
community does not reach a consensus on how the job is to
be done, it may be told what to do through categorical fin-
ancial aid (as happened under the Smith-Hughes Act) or
some governmental agency may be directed to take over the
job. (32:154)

The role of the state department has undergone a fundamental
shift; it no longer is inspectorial. State departments have the
resources to give educational leadership, and maybe this
leadership function tends to be conceived in the triangular
relationship with higher education and local school districts.
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There are highly competent personnel in all three
agencies and all levels and the problem is to co-
ordinate a team approach so that a maximum edu-
cational opportunity for youngsters will result.
(32:1159)

The state department of education either must develop
the qualify of personnel needed for its new leadership
role, or somebody else will, and the state depart-
ment will become a strictly vestigal agency, as it has
in many states. (32:1157)

...A stronger state department of education is re-
quired...however, strength makes itself felt through
the quality of leadership rather than through regu-
lation. ( 32:408)

Recently, two trends were noted in the development of educational policy.
One of these trends was the strengthening of state governments and im-
provement of state education agencies. Perhaps now, with strong pres-
sure from the federal government, the SDE will accept the leadership
role.

...Perhaps the greatest new development on the policy
front to be expected within the next half generation is the
shifting notion of who controls public educational policy.
Two trends are evident here. On the one hand, there are
the proponents of a national educational policy set in
Washington and those who advocated the maintenance of
the present system, whereby educational policy is set
on a state and local basis. If local control of educational
policies is to be preserved, the a' i-es will have to step
in. (22:118)

C. Focus and Objectives

The focus of the Project was upon the organization, functions and
activities of state agency administration of vocational-technical educa-
tion, with the purpose of providing pertinent information to directors
of vocational education and their staffs which might contribute to
enhancing their leadership role and improve state agency administration.
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A further goal was to develop techniques or instruments for implementing
the central purpose stated in the Project Proposal- -"to expedite improve-
ment in the scope, quality and coverage of vocational and technical
education in local schoo12, by increasing the effectiveness of state agency
leadership, service and administration in this field of education."

The Objectives

1. To prepare a detailed description of the administration of and ser-
vices provided for vocational-technical education in each state, indi-
cating the differences among states in organization, personnel and
services provided and identifying current trends in administrative
organization functions and activities.

2. To identify and analyze perceptions of what the roles and functions
of state agencies for vocational-technical education are and what
they should be.

3. To analyze activities of selected professional staff positions.

4. To design and field-test a format and criteria for self-analysis by
state agencies for vocational-technical education.

5. To analyze the expenditures for vocational education through the
state agency for these programs which are operated in public
schools and related to Federal funds provided to states for this
purpose. (Special emphasis was given to changes in expenditures
following passage of the Vocational Education Act of 1963).



I

II. METHOD

A. Organization of the Project,

The Project was divided into several more or less independent studies,
each designed to meet one of the above-stated objectives. Sections' III
through VII of this report describe in detail the research design and
methodology for each study.

The Project Director worked alternatively with the staff members in-
dividually and as a group to assure adherence to the approved proposal
and to achieve integration of the several studies (sub-units) into a co-
ordinated whole.

Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT) was applied to the
total project in order to facilitate the integrated planning and implemen-
tation of the various sub-units.

This analysis of the process of the total project was suggested by a
member of the U.S. Office of Education staff who thought such a com-
plex project would benefit from such an analysis. It was thought that
the method developed might also serve as a guide for other major com-
plex projects.

One staff member, Miss Sara Pierce, was responsible for this unit of
the project.

B. Program Evaluation and Review Technique

Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT) is a method fcr plan-
ning, replanning and for evaluation. Developed in the late 1950's by
the Navy Special Projects Office, it was used in the development of the
Polaris submarine. PERT now has wide use in industry and some in
government.

PERT has not been used extensively in education in the past. However,
it should have the same degree of effectiveness with educational research
and development projects that it has had with industrial research and
development.
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PERT is organized by a "top-down" method. From the objectives which
are to be achieved, subdivisions are made in order to identify all ele-
ments of the project. This insures that the major objectives are sup-
ported in all phases.

Application of PERT to this Project is described below. A detailed
discussion of PERT may be found in Appendix II.

Three months after the beginning of the Project, Miss Sara Pierce was
employed to serve as staff PERT technician. Prior to any data being
collected for the implementation of PERT, the objectives of the Project
had been established. The Project had also been divided into the several
sub-units, which were to L.:, active throughout the Project and thus to be
PERTed.

A consultant" spent several days with the Project staff. He introduced
them to the basic uses and methods of PERT. He also worked with
the staff technician on the techniques needed to implement PERT for
the Project.

In July the staff technician completed a seminar and workshop at the
PERT Orientation and Training Center of the Department of Defense
in Washington, D.C. This seminar dealt with the intricacies of method-
ology and analysis reports.

The Project Director worked closely with each staff member in devel-
oping, coordinating and implementing detaiis of research design and
plans in general, including formal PERTing operations. The staff
PERT technician attended the many staff meetings in which details
were discussed and was responsible for the machine processing, key
punch, computer printout arrangements, chart preparation and technical
explanations necessary in connection with the orientation of staff and
PERT implementation.

The first step in PERTing this Project was to break the total Project
and its objectives into elements. The Project had been divided into
sub-units which were organized along similar lines and thus the Project
was treated as a whole in this step.

* , Dr. Desmond L. Cook from the Ohio State University



In breaking the elements into activities and events and developing a
network for them, each staff member responsible for one of the seven
sub-units was consulted individually.

After some groping and learning on the part of all concerned, a D.C. S.
copy of the NASA-PERT "C" program was adjusted to the University
7094 D. C. S. computer and became operational.

Once PERT was operating, the decision was made, in accordance with
the plan of expected benefits, to retrace steps and make a run of the
&IA as of July 1, 1966. The reason for this run was to give some con-
tinuity to the PERT of the Project and a more complete basis for evalu-
ating its possible effectiveness. July 1 was chosen because of staffing
patterns which would have made an earlier run impractical and because
this would be one year before the end date of the Project.

The procedure for simulating this run was to begin with the old and in-
complete data which had been collected by June 1, 1966, and obtain staff
cooperation in completing the data as they could remember it from that
date. The staff realized it would be simpler and more beneficial to go
back to the starting date, January 1, 1966, for each sub-unit, and, there-
fore, this was done for the simulated run; The staff members completed
the data as if they were just beginning the work on their sub-units. Al-
though the date given for the run was January 1, 1966, it actually was
seven separate runs. The starting date for each run was the date work
was begun on a sub-unit. These dates varied from Ja.ivary 1 to July 1,
1966,

After the first actual run, the staff reevaluated progress and made some
major changes.

The last run of PERT for the Project was made April 28, 1967, to en-
compass the first 16 months of the 18-month Project. All changes were
fed into the data deck to up-date it effective that day. The staff was then
able to see just how effective the changes were which had been made as
a result of the January run.

There were several problems encountered in the PERT for this Project.
The first computer program which was thought to be compatible for
this Project and available hardware was not appropriate for the computer
at the University of California. Programmers at the University Com-
puter Center worked with the program for some weeks in an attempt to
adapt the Standard 7094 to a 7094 D.C.S. computer. Finally a D.C.S.



copy of the NASA-PERT "C" program was obtained from Ames Research
Center and additonal weeks were spent ironing out the difficulties in
this program. By the first of August it was possible to run some intro-
ductory material for one sub-unit.

The situation was complicated by the fact that, although the Project
starting date was January 1, 1966, formal notification was not received
until July 1966, and the staff was gradually increased from January to
September. 'As staff were gradually recruited and began work, the
Director necessarily had to spend a great deal of time in orientation.

PERT was new to all concerned, and there was recurring need to orient
new staff. Ideally, the staff should have been oriented together. For
many reasons, latecomers had to conform to some of the plans (PERT-
ing) done by others. Some staff had difficulty in making detailed plans
as rapidly as was necessary, but subsequent experience demonstrated
the value of planning--even though often this had to be tentative and sub-
sequently revised. Some staff, because of heavy schedules, found it
difficult to orient themselves to the total planning process.

The use of PERT lent considerable impetus to this Project and gave the
staff valuable experience in "learning by doing" with an operable PERT.

C. Consultation and Coordination

Several meetings and conferences were held with individuals and pro-
fessional organizations for purposes of general orientation, support,
cooperation and involvement. Staff members participated in and
orally reported progress to meetings of the National Association of
State Directors of Vocational Education, the Council of Chief State
School Officers, the American Vocational Association, the Office of
Education (HEW) and others. Seven meetings were held with groups of
state directors and chief state school officers.

The Project staff were alert to the need to coordinate their activities
with those of two other centers for research and development projects
in vocational-technical education. Seven meetings were held with re-
presentatives of Ohio State University and the University of North
Carolina for this purpose.
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D. Procedure for Data Collection

To the extent possible and practical, data caectioil for each of the
studies was combined. All primary sources of data and some secon
dary sources were obtained by means of visits to each state.

The procedures for securing data followed a similar pattern in each
state.

a. Readiness Visits

The visits were held in each state to orient and prepare the
state for subsequent data collection sessions. The format of
each readiness visit followed a similar pattern: a Project
staff member met with the chief state school officer, the
state director of vocational education and some of their staff
in both general and vocational education to explain the over-
all purposes of the Project and to elicit their c....vveration and
participation in collecting the required data.

Following this initial visit, a letter outlining the purposes
of the Project, a description of the sub-units of the research
effort and a list of categories of persons requested to parti-
cipate in the subsequent major data collection meeting.

b. Data Collection Visits

The purposes of the second state visit were: (1) to explain
the Project; (2) to help participants understand some of the
needs and possibilities for change; and (3) to secure data
required for the study and analysis for each of the sub-units.

This second visit usually followed the readiness meeting after
about one month. The agenda for this visit followed a similar
pattern in all states: On the first day, a large group meeting
with (1) a flannel board presentation and overview of the Pro-
ject; (2) a division of participants into small groups for the
purpose of administering the Group Interview Guide; (3) a
second flannel board presentation and discussion of "The Pro-
cess of Change;" (See Appendix I) and (4) detailed group dis-
cussions about opinions, suggestions, problems, strengths,

-14-



weaknesses and questions about the status of state-level
administration of vocational-technical education.

A second day was used for individual interviews and the col-
lection of reports and documents reflecting the current status,
including the financing, of the state division.

In 16 states visited, a third day was spent preparing the state
division professional staff to participate in the position analysis
study.

The following map indicates the states visited and the types of data se-
cured. Table 1 (page 17) summarizes the number of persons partici-
pating in data collection in each istate.

Data from the following sources were secured by means of state visits:
(1) the Group Interview Guide, (2) Individual Interviews, (3) Personal
Recond of Work Activity form, and (4) various documents and other
materials. The last source of data was obtained also by mail from the
states, directly from the U. S. Office of Education, or from the library
of the University of California.

E. Data Processing and Preliminary Analysis

All data collected both in the field and through secondary sources were
centrally controlled in the Project office in order to preserve confi-
dentiality and to maintain a complete record of all data received. After
the data had been checked for completion and accuracy, they were re-
leased for use to the several chairmen of the various studies (sub-units).

Data for two studies (Perceptions and Position Analysis) were processed
through an arrangement with the Survey Research Center, University of
California, Berkeley. Some data processing and analysis made use also
of the Computer Center of the University of California.

Specific methods of analysis are discussed for each study in the fol-
lowing sections of this report.
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TABLE 1

E. Listing of States and Numbers of Respondents Involved
in Data Collection Between July 1966 and June1967

State

Grot22Data_-_ Individual Position
Bring t rwit-- terTh 7TeTvs-- Eicircriirs--

Number of Number of Niiiiikr- of
Group Interview Respondents Respondents
Respondents

1. Alaska 29 10 __
2. Arizona 53 13 ..... . ... __
3. Arkansas 59 12 7
4. California 32 __ __
5. Colorado 56 12 __
6. Connecticut 47 6 __
7. Delaware 55 11 --
8. Georgia 31 12 7
9. Hawaii 43 11 --

10. Indiana 44 16 7
11. Iowa 54 7 7
12. Kentucky 54 12 6
13. Maine 38 13 __
14. Maryland 58 13 __
15. Massachusetts 59 9 7
16. Michigan 43 12 6
17. Minnesota* 37 6 __
18. Mississippi 46 11 __
19. Missouri 41 MO --
20. Nebraska 28 6 __
21. Nevada 46 12
22. New Hampshire 49 12
23. New Jersey 68 14
24. New Mexico 40 13
25. New York 45 4 __
26. North Carolina 61 15 __

7

7

* North Dakota instruments were lost in the mail, and Minnesota and
Texas completed too late to analyze and include in this report.
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State

Group Data-
Gathering Visit- -
Number of
Group Interview
Respondents

27. North Dakota*
28. Ohio
29. Oklahoma
30. Oregon
31. Pennsylvania
32. Puerto Rico
33. Rhode Island
34. South Carolina
35. South Dakota
36. Texas*
37. Utah
38. Vermont
39. West Virginia
40. Wisconsin
41. Wyoming

Total
Respondents

34
67
54
56
53
44
53
52
30
78
47
31
36
37
44

1932

Individual
tEnTrxiiivs--

Number of
Respondents

* See footnote, previous page.
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10
12 7
9 7

13 6
12 7
11
14
13
11
7

19
14 6
13

Position
nays a --

Number of
Respondents

IMI IMI

IMI IMI

IMI IMI

410 .IMI

IMI .IMI

12 5

432 106



III. THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE ORGANIZATION FOR
ADMINISTRATION OF VOCATIONAL - TECHNICAL

EDUCATION AT THE STATE LEVEL

This study of the administration of vocational-technical education begins
with a presentation, in summary form, of the present organization and
activities under the direction of each state board of vocational' education.
This summary is presented in ten sections under the following titles:

I. Legal Basis for the Administration of Vocational-
Technical Education

II. Selection of State Officers for the Administration of
Vocational-Technical Education

III. Position of Vocational-Technical Education in the State
Administration of Education

IV. Organization for the Administration of Vocational-
Technical Education

V. Professional Staff for State Administration of
Vocational-Technical Education

VI. Teachers in Vocational-Technical Programs
VII. Enrollments in Vocational - Technical Programs

VIII. Teachers and State Staff in Vocational-Technical
Programs

IX. Schools Providing Vocational-Technical Programs
X. Income and Expenditures for Vocational-Technical

Education

This unit of the total project was under the immediate direction of J.
Chester Swanson, assisted by a research staff consisting of Paul
Reiling, Phyllis Warren, Patricia Cone and Harold Kinser. The
following persons served in a consultative manner to this unit of the
project:

Walter M. Arnold, Assistant Commissioner, U.S. Office of
Education, and Director of the Division of Vocational and
Technical Education

J. R. Cullison, State Director of Vocational Education, Arizona

John Bunten, State Director of Vocational Education, Nevada

Wesley Smith, State Director of Vocational Education,
California.
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This study was often called a "snap-shot picture" of the state activities
for vocational education. However, it soon became apparent to the
staff that conditions were changing so rapidly that a "snap-shot"
created a picture which was likely to be distorted. When the attempt
was made to use recent data, they were either not available or were
subject to revision. When data were used which were stable, the data
and their analyses were obsolete in many respects. This was particu-
larly true of the 1965-1967 period because of the effects of the recently
increased appropriations under Public Law 88-210.

These changing conditions, and the fact that this information was taken
from so many different sources, made it impossible to completely
justify all data with other sources or to make it consistent within the
report.

The major sources of information for this unit of the study were:

1. A Review of Activities in Federally Aided Pr grams,
Vocational and Technical EducationFiscal Year 1963.

2. Summaries of annual reports of state boards for voca-
tional education, fiscal years 1965 and 1966. These
data will later to published under the title of item "1"
above for fiscal years 1965 and 1966.

3. The state plans for vocational education.

4. The state directories of professional staff.

5. The current organizational charts for the state depart-
ments of education and the state divisions of vocational
education.

6. The education code for each stagy

All State Directors of Vocational Education and many of their staff con-
tributed to this study in a significant manner.
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Introduction

This is an attempt to summarize a very complex situation--the organi-
zation and program activities of vocational education at the state level
in all 50 states.

In striving for simplicity, the summarization may make it easy for the
reader to draw conclusions and make generalizations which the details
of the situation would not justify. Because a number of sources were
used to obtain recent data, some of the details in the tables of the in-
dividual states may not be consistent with data published elsewhere.

One of the difficulties of such a study is that definitions are not standard
for all the states and even the breadth of activities within the responsi-
bility of a single state division of vocational education varies widely.

An attempt is made here to show, in organizational charts and listings
of professional staff, the total activities and responsibilities of each
division of vocational education. However, when specific vocational
education tabulations are shown, such as enrollments, teachers, schools,
etc., the objective is to present only program activities which conform
to the definition of vocational education as given in the most recent
Federal legislation for vocational education. * This means that where
state divisions of vocational education have responsibilities for in-
dustrial arts, guidance other than vocational guidance, home economics
which does not train for gainful employment, etc., the data for these
are not reported as vocational education activities. At times, it is
difficult to differentiate between some of these activities.

Le al Basis for the Administration of
Vocationa - echnica Education

The constitution of each state provides for the establishment, organi-
zation and operation of a system of public schools. But, no state con-
etitution specifically mentions vocational education. The statutory laws
of all states, however, do mention vocational education. In all states,
the statutory law accepts the acts of Congress which "provide for the
promotion of vocational education" and designates a state board to act
as the State Board for Vocational Education. This uniformity of the
statutes is made almost mandatory by the provisions of the Federal
acts.

* Public Law 88-210, Part A, Section 8(1).
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Many states do have a considerable number of statutes related to vo-
cational education. In general, their difference is the inherent dif-
ference among states as to what is enacted as a statute and what is
provided as policy by state boards.

In a number of states, the opinions of attorneys general were necessary
to clarify the intent of previous vocational education legislation so that
any new Federal legislation and aid would be accepted and recognized
legally by the states.

It does not appear that the state constitution or the statutory law in the
states hinders the administration or operation of vocational education
services. If, however, the question was asked, "could constitutional
or statutory laws be enacted which would improve vocational education?",
the answer would be difficult to find. A constitutional provision or a
legislative enactment could give more status, provide a mandated mo-
tivation and give immediate solutions to existing problems in some
states. For example, in some states new legislative action in regard
to vocational education for adults and out-of-school youth would super-
sede or eliminate other legislation which presently restricts the use of
public funds for these purposes. Yet it is difficult to suggest specific
legislative action in this study. Obviously there are effective methods
of solving problems relating to the administration and operation of
vocational education within a state.

In general, the weaknesses in vocational education are centered in (1)
financial limitations, (2) lack of concern and/or knowledge of the im-
portance and value of vocational education by persons in strategic po-
sitions in state government, (3) the "image" of vocational education in
the minds of educators and parents and (4) the common human frailities
of inefficiency or ineffectiveness. All except item (1) are probably im-
possible to correct by legal mandate, and the provision of additional
finances does not necessarily require a statute, but merely an appro-
priation.

Selection of State Officers for the Administrationof Vocatioucation
There are 50 chief state school officers. Twenty three are elected by
the people of the state, 22 of them are appointed by the State Board of
Education and five are appointed by the governor of the state. Forty
five of the chief state school officers are executive officers of the State
Board for Vocational Education of their state and thus become the highest
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administrative officials in the state vocational education system.
Titles of the chief state school officers may be cataloged as follows:

State Superintendent of Public Instruction . 27 states
State Commissioner of Education , . . . 16 states
State Superintendent of Schools 4 states
State Superintendent of Education 3 states

There are also 50 state directors of vocational education. In five states,
the director is appointed by the State Board for Vocational Education and
is the executive officer of the board. In 45 states, he is appointed by
the chief state school officer.

All states use the title of State Director of Vocational Education at
times for the professional staff member with the major responsibility
for vocational education, but the title varies more widely than does the
title for the chief state school officer.

The titles may be listed as follows:

State Director of Vocational Education
(exclusively) 28 states

State Director of Vocational-Technical
Education 2 states

State Director of Vocational-Technical
and Adult Education 1 state

State Director of Vocational Public High
School and Adult Education 1 state

State Director of Vocational and Adult
Education 1 state

Chief, Vocational-Technical Education 1 state

Chairman and Director of Vocational Education . 1 state

Administrator, Vocational and Technical
Education 1 state

Executive Director of Vocational Education . . . 1 state
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Program Administrator of Vocational and
Technical Education 1 state

Chief, Bureau of Vocational Education 1 state

Director, Bureau of Vocational, Technical
and Continuing Education 1 state

Assistant Superintendent for Vocational
Education 4 states

Assistant Superintendent for Vocational,
Technical and Adult Education 1 state

Assistant Superintendent for Vocational-
Technical Education and Extended Services 1 state

Assistant Commissioner for Vocational
Education 4 states

Assistant Commissioner for Occupational
Education 1 state

Associate Commissioner for Vocational-
Technical Education 1 state

Associate Commissioner for Vocational
and Adult Services 1 state

It would appear difficult to think of a combination of terms which would
create a new title. The "assistant" or "associate" title usually indi-
cates a higher status in the authority hierarchy than the other titles.
In five states, the state director reports directly to the State Board for
Vocational Education (which usually is the same as the State Board of
Education); in 35 states, he reports directly to the chief state school
officer; and in 10 states he reports through one, and in some cases two
other persons before his information or opinions reach the state super-
intendent or the state board.

The Position of Vocational-Technical Education in
the State Administration of Education

The most common pattern of organization for the state administration
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of vocational education is illustrated by Diagram 1 below.

Diagram 1. Most Common Pattern of State Organization
for the Administration of Vocational-Tech-
nical Education%(Typical for 45 States)

State Board of Education
and

State Board for Vocational Education
(same boards

State Superintenden
of Public
Instruction

State Director
of

Vocational
Education

ocational-Technical Educat on Act v ties

As described earlier, many different titles are used for the several
professional positions shown on this diagram, and a number of methods
are employed in appointing persons to these positions, but the essen-
tial personnel, relationships and activities are quite similar. This
organization of administration is actually in operation in the 45 states
for which it is a pattern. Because it operates in 90% of the states,
it would be difficult to prove that this pattern or organization is not
effective. However, it would be even more difficult to prove that it
is the most effective pattern.

Another pattern is found in three states. This pattern is illustrated in
Diagram 2.



Diagram 2. Pattern of State Organization for the
Administration of Vocational-Technical
Education.(Typical of 3 States)

1E L E C

I

LI--State Board of Education
and/or

State Superintendent of
Public Instruction

T O R A T EI

1IGovernorl
Fite Board for
'Vocational Education

State Director of l
Nbcational Education

lAll Vocational-Techncial Edu
cation Activities

In this pattern of organization, the vocational education activities are
under a single administrator and a separate policy-making board. The
administrator and this board, however, are not under the direction of
either the administrative authority of the secondary schools or the post-
secondary institutions. Some of the inherent articulation problems may
be prevented by having some interlocking members on the different
boards.

A difference in this pattern is found in one state. In this variation,
the organization remains the same, but high school vocational educa-
tion activities are separated from post-secondary and adult education
activities even though the State Board for Vocational Education is the
sole legal agency for administering all vocational education programs
in that state. The State Board for Vocational Education contracts with
the State Board of Education for the operation under the State Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction, of vocational education programs in
secondary schools. But, the post-secondary and adult education activ-
ities remain the immediate responsibility of the State Board of Voca-
tional Education and its executive officer.

Diagram 3 (on the following page) shows an organizational pattern which
is unique and cannot be considered a variant of either of the first two
patterns.

The pattern seen in Diagram 3 divides the responsibilities for voca-
tional education between high 3chool and post-high school levels. It
also divides the responsibility fcx the activities of the state director
between two authorities. Either of these divisions of authority and
activities might lessen efficiency and at times cause severe problems,
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Diagram 3. A Unique Organization for the Administra-
tion of Vocational and Technical Education.
(Unique to one State)

IELECTO R A T
131

IS 0 vernor
State Board

of
tin

?..

tate Superinten
ent of Public
nstruiction

State Director
of

Vocational Education

IV

State Board
for

ocational Education

High School Vocational Edu-
cation Activities

State Vocationa

echnical Colle

ocat3.ona - Technica
ctiv3.ties in Post-
igh School Institu

tions

'This division of responsibility for vocational education between high
schools and post-secondary institutions appears in five of the states
using the pattern of Diagram 1.

It may be significant to note that only one state (Wisconsin) has a com-
pletely dual system at state and local levels and that this state enjoys
the reputation of having one of the best vocational education programs
in the nation.

Organization for the Administration of
Vocational - Technical Education

The organizational sr:o:ture within the divisions of vocational education
in most states consists primarily of specialists in traditional occupa-
tional categories.

Six states have organizations largely unrelated to the traditional occu-
pational categories. Many states have provisions for some new types
of services. A number of others are in the process of major reorgani-
zation toward creating such 'services. Innovations are beginning to
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appear in the state organization, but these are too new at present for
any one to determine a trend or make an evaluation.

The state division often has some activities which do not conform to
the definition of vocational education or its ancillary services. The
most common services of this type are industrial arts and homemaking.
The newer activities are usually research, health services, work.
study and/or guidance.

Professional Staff for State Administration
of Vocations - echnica Education

The professional staffs of the state divisions for the administration of
vocational education differ considerably in size. The following tabu-
lation summarizes this information.

Number of Pro-
fessional Staff

Range

Number of
States

0 9 3
10 - 19 14
20 - 29 11
30- 39 7
40 - 49 5
50 59 6
Above 60 4

Smallest Staff 6
Median Staff 25
Largest .Staff 89

The titles for the various professional staff vary considerably as do the
assignments or activities performed under the same title. The staff
titles are related to the variation in titles used in administration, super-
vision and management throughout the country. The practices are in-
terrelated within the general boundaries of a state or a region rather
than being uniform educational usage. The variation in activities per-
formed under a single title is ususally related to type of organization,
unique competencies of personnel or unique operating characteristics
of the immediately responsible superior.
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It is interesting to compare the size of the state divisions' staffs to the
number of teachers in vocational education within the state. The range
of this ratio is from a low of 1 to 240 to a high of 1 to 9. The median
ratio is 1 to 52. These ratios can be summarized as follows:

Ratio of Vocational Teachers to
State Vocations ivisioill Staff

Ratio Range Number of States

0 to 1:9 1

1:10 to 1:19 3
1:20 to 1:29 7
1:30 to 1:39 5
1:40 to 1:49 6
1:50 to 1:59 9
1:60 to 1:69 4
1:70 to 1:79 3
1:80 to 1:89 1
1:90 to 1:99 2
1:100 to 1:199 7

Over 1:200 2

It is very difficult to determine a basic reason for this wide variation.
A major contributing factor is that states with small enrollments must
maintain certain basic services which may result in a relatively large
ratio. This is indicated by the fact that of the ten states with the high-
est ratios, eight had vocational enrollments of fewer than 21,000 (less
than 20% of the average vocational enrollment per state). Of the ten
states with the lowest ratios, one has a very large enrollment, four
had large enrollments and four were below the national mean state en-
rollment. (One of these states has the mean state enrollment.)

Obviously, the ratio is determined to a great extent by the philosophy
of the state agency as reflected in the practices and supervisory ser-
vices made available to local and institutional programs in and by a
given state staff. A further in-depth srudy of these differences would
be invaluable in evaluating the leadership and program development in
each state and as compared with that of other states.

Schools Providing Vocational-Technical Education Programs

The total number of public schools and colleges offering vocational-
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technical education programs in the 50 states and Puerto Rico approxi-
mates 17,000 individual institutions. Although the greatest proportion
of programs are found in regular or comprehensive high schools, 21
states reported the operation of area vocational schools.

The number of area vocational schools ranged from one such school in
three states to 99 area vocational schools in one state. The total num-
ber of area vocational schools reported is 257. This is a rather im-
pressive development inasmuch as Federal appropriations for area
school construction are of recent origin.

The trend toward providing more vocational-technical education in
post-secondary schools appears to be continuing. Forty-six states
have reported a total of 741 post-secondary schools offering vocational-
technical programs.

Income and Expenditures for Vocational-Technical Education

Total public expenditures for vocational-technical education for the
year 1965-66 was almost $810,000,000. This figure represents
approximately a 150% increase in such expenditures over 1962-63.
Although Federal support for vocational-technical education programs
has increased dramatically since 1962-63, both state and local sources
of funds constitute the major contribution to this field of education. In
1965-66, local school district funds accounted for 44% of the total
source of funds for vocational-technical education; 28% was contributed
by state funds; and 29% was the share of the Federal government.

Expenditures for operation of the state division of vocational education
vary from 2% to 10% of the total expenditures for vocational-technical
education. Support for state agency administration appears to be
equally shared by Federal and state sources of funds.

The largest part of the great increase in Federal aid for vocational edu-
cation was used for the construction and operation of vocational-tech-
nical programs in schools.

Conclusions and Sugpsqons

In attempting to describe the organization and program activities of
vocational education at the state level in all 50 states, there is the
danger of oversimplification of a complex situation. Among the
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difficulties of such a study are lack of standard definitions among
states, variation in the breadth of activities within a single state di-
vision of vocational education, and inconsistencies in reporting. A
need for greater standardization in reporting has been found.

The new developing occupational clusters for which training is now
being provided cannot be classified and reported according to tradi-
tional categories. Thus, there should be some modification of the
present classification system.

This report covers only those vocational-technical education activities
which conform to the definition of vocational education as given in the
most recent Federal legislation (P. L. 88-210). A complete nationwide
analysis of vocational-technical education in the United States would
require total reporting of all funds and programs for vocational edu-
cation. At present, such information is unavailable. Future research
studies should be directed toward developing methods and techniques
for securing complete and comprehensive data which would reveal the
total extent of vocational-technical education in the United States.

On the basis of data collected to date, it would appear that in most
states, vocational education is an integral part of the state's total
public education program. In every state, providing vocational edu-
cation is required by statute. Under Federal law each state must have
a public board for vocational education which is empowered to contract
for Federal funds for vocational education. In most states the State
Board of Education is designated the State Board for Vocational Edu-
cation, constituting further evidence of the integration of vocational
education into the state's public education system.

In 45 states, the chief state school officer is the executive officer of
the State Board for Vocational Education, and in most states the Dir-
ector of Vocational Education reports directly to the chief state school
officer. There appears to be a trend toward higher status of the Dir-
ector of Vocational Education in the administrative hierarchy.

There is great variation among the 50 states in the number of profes-
sional staff members in the state agency for vocational education in re-
lation to the number of vocational education teachers in the state. Al-
though it is difficult to determine a basic reason for these differences,
a major contributing factor appears to be size of enrollments in voca-
tional education programs. States with small enrollments still must
maintain certain basic services which tend to result in relatively high
ratios.

31



Further in-depth study of the differences in these ratios among the
states would be invaluable in assessing the influence of state agency
philosophy on the size of the ratio, as obviously the ratio determines
to a great extent the practices and supervisory services made avail-
able to local and institutional programs in and by a given state staff.
Such a study would be helpful in evaluating the leadership and program
development in each state as compared with that of other states.

Dramatic changes in administration, staffing and financing vocational-
technical education took place between the years 1964-65 and 1965-66.
To determine whether these changes are unique or whether they indi-
cate a trend will require continued research and updating of data.



IV. STUDY OF PERCEPTIONS OF STATE-LEVEL ADMINISTRATION OF
VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

A. Introduction

The purpose of this study was to secure the perceptions of persons with
major responsibilities or sincere concern as to the effectiveness of voca-
tional education services in the public schools of tneir state. This unit
of the Project was conceived and planned primarily by Allen Lee.

In developing the research design, it was deemed appropriate to divide
the study into two parts: the major study deriving its data solely from
the Group Interview Guide; and a second study utilizing data secured
primarily through individual interviews.

Charles Achilles assumed primary responsibility for the development of
the Group Interview Guide and for implementation of the major study.
Consultation concerning the statistical design and analysis was received
from Robert Heath. Boyd Applegarth, E. E. Holt and Allen Lee con-
ducted most of the data collection sessions- -the administration of the
Group Interview Guide. A. R. Bunger, J. R. Strobel, Charles Achilles,
John Nasman and J. C. Swanson assisted in a number of sessions.

The analysis of data was under the direction of Charles Achilles with
the assistance of Robert Heath and Phyllis Warren.

This unit of the Project required the largest commitment of staff and the
greatest amount of time. The many states involved, the necessity of a
"readiness" session before the major session and the detail analysis
explains this major commitment of time and staff.

John Nasman developed the second study, and E. E. Holt with the as-
sistance of several consultants designed the individual interview sched-
ule. E. E. Holt, Boyd Applegarth, Joseph Strobel, A. R. Bunger and
Byron Stet ler conducted most of the interviews.

The analysis of the interview data was under the direction of Phi llis
Warren with the assistance of Mr. Nasman, Mr. Holt and Mr. Stet ler.



B. Theoretic Framework and Background

The State agency for vocational technical education, often referred
to as the State Division of Vocational Education (SDVE) was the focus of
this study. An attempt was made both in terms of perceptions of what
is, and of what should be, to study the SDVE role as expressed by repre-
sentatives of local schools, area schools, higher education, the SDVE
itself, the rest of the State Department of Education (SDE), and other
agencies.

The activities of any organization depend partly upon the law, rules, re-
gulations, and policies which are in effect. Role studies have shown
that expectations are also influential factors affecting performance.
Expectations stem from a variety of sources and may indicate a person's
concept of an ideal, or of what should be. Perceptions, on the other
hand, relate to a person's concept of the actual, or of what "is". An
accurate conception of the role of the State agency for vocational and
technical education (SDVE), as expected and as perceived by individuals
and members of other agencies that interact with or are a client system
for the SDVE, may well constitute a base for decision - making, and for
the study of administrative aspects of vocational education.

One purpose of this study was to "take a look at" the SDVE in respect
to !ts role in state-level administration of vocational-technical educa-
tion. Since administration is thought of as a social process, an attempt
was made to study the SDVE in situation, i.e. , within the setting of its
interactive process.

Complex societies designate organizations to perform necessary tasks
or functions. Public education is a task left, generally, to the schools,
and within the structure of education are organizations with specialized
functions or roles. This study focused upon a generalized or institutional
role, following the notions of Bennis, that "valid knowledge is...know-
ledge of an applied social science... that accepts the premise that groups
and organizations as units are as amenable to empirical and analytical
treatment as the individual" (3:140) and that "groups and organizations
are taken as analytical and empirical units; they are not reducible. "
(3:142)

The investigation employed a general systems approach to the study of
the SDVE. This approach was implemented by applying aspects of the
role concept to the analysis of the operation of the-SDVE. The SDVE
was thought of as a subsystem within a larger system and as performing
for that larger system a definable and patterned function or role which
could be explained in terms of expectations held for it. The SDVE, as
an organizational subsystem of a larger system, engages in
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activities related to goals which are components of the goals of the
larger system. In engaging in these activities, the SDVE performs a
function or role which may be generally described as state-level admin-
istration of vocational education. In performing, this function, the SDVE
comes into contact with a variety of people, :s'epreeentative of many sub-
publics in the state. Each of the groups with which the SDVE interacts
has, or believes it has, a legitimate 11 t to expect certain activities
and functions from the SDVE.

The people with whom the SDVE interacts may or may not perceive the
SDVE in the same or similar ways. In like manner, these people may
hold differing perceptions of what the SDVE should be or should do.

Social changes are demanding that the SDVE maintain or develop strong
dynamic leadership and viable relationships with the local school dis-
tricts. Sweeping changes in our social and technological foundations
may cause perceptions of what the SDVE should do to change rapidly.
The SDVE, to perform its function most effectively, must be aware of
the way other people view it, of perceptions and expectations held for
it.

Research done within the concept of role and role analysis has provided
growing awareness of the importance of role concept in education. In
general, role studies have indicated that when the concerned differ in
their perceptions of what a role is, or should be, conflicts and a de-
crease in effectiveness and efficiency may result. In a system as com-
plex and diverse as American education, it is important that the role
of the administrative or controlling agency be understood.

The literature on the State Department of Education (SDE) (and indirectly
the SDVE) supports the notion that state-level educational administration
is a combination leadership-regulatory function. On the one hand, basic
social forces, coupled with a rapid expansion of education and education
needs at all levels of society have created new challenges for education.
Increased Federalinterest in the problems of education, and new or in-
creased Ftderal programs for education are adding to the need for strong
state educational leadership, and to the need to study and understand
the respective organization and role of each component in the education-
al system. On the other hand, the regulatory function still must be
carried out. Particularly on the state level, there is need for control
of funds and the improvement of and checking upon programs to meet
predetermined standards.

This study viewed the SDVE both in terms of the traditional regulatory
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function and an emergent leadership-change function. One assumption
implicit in the study was that changirg times are demanding that more
emphasis be placed upon the leadership function and less upon the
regulatory. One dimension of the leadership function was thought to be
the involvementin the planning states and perhaps at the decision-
making level - -of pertinent groups, both of educators and of other
persons. *

The role of the SDVE 9 which in the past may have been primarily com-
pliance checking-inspection-regulation and secondarily change-leader-
ship, may now need to emphasize, and be expected to emphasize, the
cha -ige- leadership aspect and diminish the supervision-inspection-re-
gulation aspect.

Since an analysis of the perceived (actual) and expected (ideal) role of
the SDVE was one aspect of this study, some reliance was made upon
research and concepts from role and role analysis. Questions such as
"What is the role of the SDVE?", or, "What is the role of the Federal
government in the support of education?", reflect a generalized or insti-
tutional role concept; whereas the role concept is most generally
thought of as applied to the functioning of an individual acting within the
framework of an organization. In this study the role concept was
broadly applied to the functioning of an organizational subsystem with-
in a larger system. Role has been variously defined. A sample of
definitions from role literature might help clarify the concept of role.

...it is the participation of an actor in a patterned inter-
active relationship which is for many purposes the most
significant unit of the social system. This participation
in turn has two principal aspects ...there is the processual
aspect, that of what the actor does in his relations with
others seen in the context of its functional significance for
the social system. It is this which we shall call role. (26:25)

Roles are institutionalized when they are fully congruous with
the prevailing culture patterns and are organized around ex-
pectations of conformity with morally sanctioned patterns
of value-orientation shared by the members of the col-
lectivity in which the role functions. (27:23)

* Appendix I outlines the concept of leadership- change .
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Roles thus represent ways of carrying out the functions
for which positions exist mways which are generally
agreed upon within whatever group recognizes any
particular position and role. (23:280)*

A social role is commonly defined as a set of e7-ri;:tass
tions oriented toward people who occupy a certain
'position' in a social system or group. (24:283)

If the goals and purposes of the institution are know,
the tasks to achieve the goals may be specified, and
these may be organized into roles... Roles represent
positions, offices, or statuses within the.institution...
Roles are institutional givens... The behaviors asso-
ciated with a role may be thought of as lying along a
continuum from required to prohibited... Roles are
complementary. Roles are interdependent in that
each role derives its meaning from other related
roles in the institution (12:425-427)

Extension of the basic systems model suggests that an organization can
be analyzed as a subsystem of a larger system sharing in the larger
system's value-orientation, and that concepts from role theory can be
used in developing a framework for this analysis.

...the most essential feature of the value system
of an organization is the evaluative legitimation of
its place or "role" in the superordinate system.
(25:67-68)

As mentioned previously in such a framework, each social system, at
whatever level of generalization, is composed of some form of organ-
ization and role structure. Thus, the general concept of role can be
applied to the functioning of an organization operating towards the
attainment of a goal within a structured social system. An organiza-
tion within a social system must have some function or role defined for
it, and some general agreement among its members and its client groups

* Note that "generally agreed upon" does not define an absolute, but
that it leaves room for degrees, or states of agreement. These
varying degrees of agreement between and among people can be
thought of as states of consensus.
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in respect to what the organization is or does, or what it should be or
should do, Diverse or conflicting perceptions can cause a poorly func-
tioning organization.

This investigation was conducted as a field study based upon ex post
facto research design, with the accompanying strengths and limitations
as enumerated by Kerlinger (16:387, 389-391). For purposes of study,
the SDVE was conceived of as a combination leadership-regulation
agency (4, 5, 6, 7, 22, 31, 11). Leadership and regulation were not
thought to be discrete role categories, but as located along a continuum.
Involvement was thought to be one dimension of leadership. The study
design was so developed that an emphasis upon leadership or regulation
activities could be identified within the general framework. In this in-
vestigation, some aspects of the role concept were employed in the
theoretical design.

Role theory has been used by social scientists for analysis of the func-
tioning of social systems. In this study, a general systems approach
implemented by applying aspects of the role concept was utilized. The
SDVE was thought of as an organization operating as a component of a
larger educational system. It could then be conceived of as a sub-
system of a more comprehensive social system and as performing a
function or role for the larger social system. Since administration is
a social process and was studied as a situational factor in this investi-
gation, it was helpful to reply upon a sociological model as a basis for
this study. The SDVE, an organization established for the purpose of
state-level administration of vocational education, has certain character-
istics of an organization:

1. The SDVE can be located; its position and/or
function can be defined by reference groups.

2. The SDVE is purposive. It has been established
to meet and achieve goals.

3. The SDVE has been legitimated.

4. The SDVE is characterized by structural and
functional hierarchial relationshipt.

5. The SDVE is staffed and interactive. It is a
social system and a part of a larger and more
complex social system.
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These ideas may be expressed within the framework of the construct
presented by Guba and Getzels. (12:426)

NOMOTHETIC

Role
ExpectationAObserved

Need ....-8rBehavior

a Institution Role

S
Social

VIndividual--p Personality Disposition

IDIOGRAPHIC

Talcott Parsons has suggested that an organization could be analyzed as
a subsystem of a larger system.(25:67-68) Parson's formulations make
distinctions between institution and collectivir' (organization) and
suggest that the role concept can be used to study the institution as well
as the collectivity. Thus a collectivity is a social system, an institution
is a social system, and a social system is constituted of interactive
subsystems of institution and collectivity. In this structure each social
system, at whatever level of generalization, is composed of some form
of organization and role structure. (11 :39,133)

An extension of the previously mentimed formulation, as reported by
Getzels and The len (13:72), suggest, that a total institution may be
studied in terms of its generalized lole within a if comprehensive
system.

Eros Mores --`Values yInstitutionalItle BehaviorInstitution ---,Role
Etpectation

Consensus, i.e. that members of an organization or social system
hold the same perceptions of the actual and ideal role for the same po-
sition, cannot be assumed. Consensus may fall on a continuum from
complete institutionalization to complete breakdown of order. (11:39)

The institutionalization of a set of role expectations and of
the corresponding sanctions is clearly a matter of degree
...The polar antithesis of full institutionalization is,
however, anomie, the absence of structured complemen-
tarity of the interaction process or, what is the same thing,
the complete breakdown of normative order in both senses.
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Within this framework, the SDVE was seen as performing both a trad-
itional regulatory function. The traditional regulatory function was
thought to include such activities as (1) setting and maintaining minimum
standards, (2) keeping records and making reports, (3) checking local
district compliance with state regulations, (4) developing uniform state-
wide curricula and (5) inspecting local district facilities and programs.

The emergent SDVE leadership role was conceptualized as including
activities related tc) (1) setting goals, (2) defining problems, (3) resear-
ching, (4) developing programs, (5) field testing, (6) dissemination, and
(7) implementation. The involvement in these activities of at least four
agencies: (1) State Department of Education, (2) local schools, (3) higher
education, and (4) Federal government was seen as one dimension of the
leadership-change function. This formulation is detailed in Appendix I.

C. Report of the Perceptions Study Based Upon
the Group Interview Guide

1. The Group Interview Guide

The procedures for accomplishing this research can be divided into
three main categories: (1) development of an instrument for data col-
lection, (2) gathering of data, and (3) processing and analysis of the
data.

The basic procedures in the development of an instrument for data
collection are included in the Final Report for Project 5-8466. * The
instrument resulting from this process consisted of seven sections
and a personal data resume.

Drafts of the instrument were field-tested in a variety of situations:
(1) in a large city, (2) in an educational administration class in a uni-
versity, (3) in the SDVE of a western state, and (4) in two pilot states,
(A and B) using the range of respondents seen as pertinent for this study.

* "Identification and Development of Instruments for a Study of the
Expectations and Perceptions of the State Vocational-Technical Edu-
cation Agencies and Their Influence Upon Local Programs. " USOE
Project No. 5-8466, January, 1967.
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Data from states A and B -11=45 and N=43 were tabulated and a frequency
distribution was derived. An item analysis was done, based upon the
distribution of responses of the three following respondent sub-groups.

Group I Members of the SDVE (N=27)
Group II Local, area, and higher education (N=31)
Group III Other respondents (N=30)

Steps initiated under project 5-8466 were continued in the present project.
After data had been collected in nineteen states, some revisions of the
instrument were undertaken as a result of preliminary analysis and re-
spondent verbal feedback. Changes and improvements were made on
the group data instrument such that some of the original items were re-
moved and new items were added. The wording of a few items was
changed slightly for clarity. The result was that some items were
common to both group data instruments, and some items were included
only on one or the other group data instrument. *

2. Data Collection

A purposefully selected sample was used in this study. The sample was
made up of educators from the various educational institutions and or
ganizations within a state, and of persons from other organizations and
agencies that interact with the SDVE or are related in some way to, or
have an interest in, vocational education.

Respondents from thirty-eight states, or approximately seventysix
percent of the planned total of fifty states, made up the sample for this
study. Since a state was in no way obliged to participate in the project,
scheduling of data sessions was dependent upon the convenience of the
states, and arrangements were handled only through the office of the
project director. Scheduling was further complicated by individual
commitments of the proposed respondents.

In two pilot states the project staff at Berkeley attempted to select re-
spondents by name from state directories. Many "long distance" prom
blems arose in (1) arranging a schedule to accommodate the respondents,

* Data are reported in three ways: (1) items common to both group
data instruments, (2) items included only on the first group instru-
ment, and (3) items included only on the second group instrument.
Separate analyses were done as appropriate.
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(2) arranging last-minute alternates for those who could not attend,
(3) finding replacements for those who had left the position for which
they were listed in the directory, and (4) checking, last-minute details.
It became apparent that respondent selection had to be handled at the
state level. Categories of proposed respondents had been developed in
the earlier stages of the project. This list of categories, suggestions
for selecting the respondents, and the proposed number of respon-
dents in each category were sent to the state. The state staff was re-
quested to select the necessary respondents using the respondent cate-
gories as guidelines.

By leaving actual respondent selection to each state, except where the
incumbent of a specific position was requested, there was danger that
only "friends" of vocational education would be selected. There was no
control of this variable other than a request in the letter of instruction
that the state try not to "stack the cards". The problems mentioned
above made other methods of selection impractical.

3. Processing and Analysis of Group Interview Data

Preliminary Data Processing Steps *

Each respondent was identified by a two digit state number and four
digit number corresponding to the number on the Group Interview Guide
that he completed. In addition, respondents were classified according
to a predetermined respondent category list. Three points of reference
were used for this classification: (1) a respondent's own description of
his job and employer, (2) the State education Directory, and (3) the
letter of invitation designating proposed respondent categories. After
coding, raw data from the group instrument were converted to machine-
usable form. Data were then checked for conversion accuracy and were

* Much of the data processing work for this project was performed
through an arrangement with the Survey Research Center (SRC) at
the University of California, Berkeley. Among SRC services were:
(1) conversion of data to machine-usable form, (2) establishment
and maintenance of the data bank, and (3) programming, computer,

i
and consultant services as needed. Computer processing, unless
otherwise noted, was performed on an IBM 1620, Model II. Some
data processing and analysis made use also of an IBM 7040 loca-
ted at the Computer Center of the University of California, Berkeley.
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loaded to magnetic tape for ease of storage, retrieval, and use.

Groups and Items for Analysis

There were many possible logical ways to divide the total number of
respondents into subgroups for data analysis. A major limitation on
the number of subgroup divisions was the number of respondents in
each subgroup. At the outset of this study, a respondent category list
was developed. The sample requested in each state was based upon
this list. Ideally, there would have been enough respondent cases in
each category to allow comparisons to be made with each group. Prac-
tically, it was noted that some combining of categories would probably
be necessary. Some combined groups were used as crossbreaks for
data analysis purposes. These groups made up from the combined re-
spondent categories were then used as corssbrealcs for data analysis.
These groups easily produced many more possible combinations of
data analysis crossbreaks than were used. Since the focus of this
study was the SDVE, the SDVE group was used as one crossbreak var-
iable in most of the analyses. Besides comparisons based upon respon-
dent category as related to the sample, there were other kinds of corn -.
parisons which were hypothesized to be important, but which, for one
reason or another, were not made. Some of these crossbreaks could
be determined from the respondent information available from the per-
sonal data summary, others from geographic, demographic, or state
organization characteristics.

Not all items from the instrument were individually used in the analysis
reported here, although response frequencies for all items are reported
to the appendix. Some items were used only as they contributed to the
composition of a cluster.

Item Cluster Development

A riori item clusters which could be scored and treated as units were
signated and tested. Items were first classified into three broad

categories: (1) leadership-change, (2) inspection-reguLtion, and (3)
involvement. From the broad categories, seven item clusters conform
ming to major areas of concern in this study were designated a priori.

1. Present degree of SDVE leadership function.
2. Ideal degree of SDVE leadership function.
3. Present degree of SDVE regulation function.

43 -



4. Ideal degree of SDVE regulation function.
5. Attitude toward vocational "technical education.
6. Present degree of SDVE involvement function.
7. Ideal degree of SDVE involvement function.

Using data from five states for pilot work (N=226), a trial scoring key
for each cluster was designated and a total score for each respondent
on each cluster was found. A frequency distribution of scores in each
cluster was generated. The median interval was determined and the
cluster was dichotomized. Chi-square contingency tables were genera
ated for each item as shown in Table 1 on the following page.* Analysis
on the trail scoring key, cluster index and contingency tables for cluster
6 indicated many (up to 40% on some items) "don't know" responses.
The index for this cluster was rebuilt omitting "don't know" responses.
Items were dichotomized on the basis of the new index.+

Since items were assigned a priori, each item was tested not only with
its a priori cluster score, but also against other cluster scores to
detect statistical indications that (1) the number of clusters could be
reduced, and (2) an item difficulty index and a discrimination index in
the form of a chi-square with three or four degrees of freedom, de-
pending upon the item.

On the basis of pilot analyses, item clusters were revised and the item
scoring key was corrected for dichotomous scoring.

Some revision in the Group Interview Guide made a reformulation of
clusters and a corresponding recomputation of reliability coefficients
and correlations necessary. In each case, the dual computations are
indicated by the number of respondents (N=905, N=878) for each group
of data.

A procedure slightly different from the original was used to develop the
item clusters for the second batch of data. Since most of the items for

MIIIIMIOMMIIIME

* Response category "uncertain" was treated as no response. The
clusters were derived using percentages based upon the number
of respondents minus the number of respondents marking "un-
certain" and not responding.

This index was also used in developing a "does" score and a
"should" score for each respondent on section IV of the data in-
strument. .
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the original clusters were also present for the revised clusters, the
trial scoring key was developed from the items which had already been
selected for the original clusters and which were retained on the new in-
strument. Responses to these items were dichotomized, and responses
to new items were tested in relation to the new indices with a chi-square
test. From the comparison of the chi-square results and the a priori
assumptions for each item, the new items were dichotomously scored
and assigned to the appropriate clusters. The new clusters were then
used in analysis of responses of the second group of respondents. (N=878)

Missing Data 'in Item Cluster Scores

The possibility of missing data was inherent in the data collection in-
strument (e.g. r% .pon.dents could elect not to respond to any item; in
section I they could choose "uncertain" and in sections V, VI, and VII,
they could choose "don't know"). Such responses were treated as
missing data in an item cluster, but were retained in single item anal-
ysis. To accommodate these contingencies in dichotomous scoring,
each respondent's cluster score was derived as a proportion of his
responses by omitting any response classified as missing data. * This
procedure, while not entirely satisfactory, was preferred to treating
"no response", or "uncertain" and "don't know" choices as either 1 or
0 in dichotomous scoring.

Cluster Difference Scores+

Cluster difference scores between similar clusters were obtained by

* i.e., ( 1W
Items in the basic clusters were individually dichotomized and
scored so as to maximize item discrimination and cluster relia-
bility. For the cluster difference scores, the same item had
to be similarly dichotonlzed for both the "does" and "should" di-
mensions. This necessitated a rescoring of each item and some
compromise with maximum dichotomization. Mean standard
deviations and reliability coefficients for the common item clus-
ters are presented in Appendix IV, H and I. Common item cluster
means and standard deviations were used in obtaining the relia-
bility coefficients of the cluster difference scores.
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subtracting (for item stems common to each cluster, but different in
terms of the "does'should" dimensions) the respondent's "does" score
from his "should" score on each item. These differences were totaled.
A constant, 1, was added to each total to circumvent negative numbers.

Group Interview Guide Section IV Scores

Both a "does" and "should" score on section IV of the group instrument,
as well as a "does-should" difference score for s ction IV was gener-
ated for each respondent. These scores were treated in the same manner
as other cluster scores.

Cluster Reliability

The reliability of each basic cluster and the section IV scores (clusters)
was estimated by the Kudei -Richardson Formula 20. *

Corrections for missing data in the dichotomous scoring were made in
the following manner. The mean and standard deviation of each cluster
were multiplied by the number of items in that cluster, since the mean
for each cluster was a proportion: 1 The

reliability coefficients are presented in Table 2. +

* This formula is: rtt = k 1 -k- pg.

s 2

Multiplication of the mean and standard deviation by a constant
does not influence their relative values.

Reliability (r) or difference scores (i.e. , clusters 10c, 11c, 12,
and 13c was computed by the formula:

rll + r22 - r12
Rdiff = 2

1 - ri2

Robert L. Thorndike and Elizabeth Hagen, Measurement and Eval-
uation, (second edition; New York; John Wiley & Sons, Inc. , 17623;
F-1727
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TABLE 2

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR CLUSTER SCORES
SECTION IV SCORES AND CLUSTER DIFFERENCE SCORES

Cluster Designation Reliability
N=905) (N =878

1 Actual Leadership
2 Ideal Leadership
3 Actual Regulation
4 Ideal Regulation
5 Attitude towards Vocational-

Technical Education
6 Actual Involvement
7 Ideal Involvement
8 Section IV, Should
9 Section IV, Does

10C Leadership Difference: Common
Items (clusters 2 - 1 )

11C Regulation Difference: Common
Items (clusters 4 - 3 )

12C Involvement Difference: Common
Items (clusters 7 - 6 )

13C Section IV Difference: Common
Items (clusters 8 9 )

. 93

. 90

. 86

.75

. 87

. 87
. 86
. 69

. 57 .59

. 94 .95

. 89 .87
. 91 .90
. 94 .95

. 86 .85

. 66 .69

. 84 .80

. 81 .84

Both item cluster scores and individual items were used in the data
analysis. Chi-square tests were used for single items; analysis of var-
iance techniques were used when data were scored. Correlations between
and among the clusters were developed from responses to items in the
clusters. Some simple arithmetic computations were made, such as
totalling responses or obtaining averages, and data were ranked or
grouped to facilitate analysis.

Chi-Square Tests

The non-parametric chi-square test for independent samples was used
to test for significance of differences in respondent group response fre-
quencies on single items. The chi-square test was also used to test for
significance of differences in a single group's responses to the "does"
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and the "should" dimension of the same item stem.

Analyses of Variance

Analyses of variance were used to test for significance of differences
among respondent groups in their responses to the item clusters.
Analysis of variance techniques were also used to substantiate the
a priori grouping of three respondent subgroups into one larger respon-
dent group.

Correlational Techniques

Thirteen-by-thirteen Pearson product-moment correlation matrices
were developed for the respondent scores obtained from the clusters.
A separate matrix was generated for each one of these groups of respon-
dents (N=905 and N=878).

Ranking and Grouping

Respondent means and standard deviations, as well as consensus on
single items, were grouped and ranked to aid in interpretation of re-
sults and discussion of the relationships between and among respondent
groups, item, and item clusters. Consensus was taken to be that sum
of percent of responses in two contiguous categories (excluding "un-
certain", "don't know", or no response) which produced the highest
total percent. For classification purposes, the following categories of
consensus were defined:

100-90%
89-80%
79-70Z
69-60%

Less than 60%

4. Results of Investi

High Consensus
High-Medium Consensus
Medium Consensus
Low Consensus
Lack of Consensus

ation

Extremely long or detailed results are contained in the appropriate
appendix and summary tables are shown here. Occasionally, for par-
simony in reporting, two results are contained on one table. Whenever
this occurs, a discussion of both results will be contained in the dis-
cussion section and the title of the table will make reference to both
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kinds of results.

Results are presented in this section in the following sequence:

a. Results of chi-square tests for differences in group
response frequencies for items from the Group Inter-
view Guide. This table also indicates which items
were chosen for each item cluster.

b. Means and standard deviations of respondent groups
for cluster scores.

c. Summary of analyses of variance tests on cluster
scores, including groups used for analysis and signifi-
cance of results.

d. Correlation matrix for item cluster scores, Section IV
scores and common item cluster difference scores.

e. Results of chi-square tests for differences in Group
"does" and "should" response frequencies for the
same item for Section II and VII of the Group Interview
Guide.

f. Mean cluster scores of selected respondent groups
(plotted as bar graphs).

g. Relationship of actual and ideal involvement of
selected respondent groups in SDVE activities
(plotted as bar graphs). Actual percents appear
as Appendix II, E.

h. Relationships of selected respondent group mean scores
on two item clusters (represented as scatter plots).

i. Results pertaining to identification and analysis of
bridges and obstacles.
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A. RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TESTS FOR DIFFERENCES
IN GROUP RESPONSE FREQUENCIES FOR ITEMS

FROM THE GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDE

The following tables list section, item, degrees of freedom, computed
chi - square value, significance (.05 or .01), and an indication of the
kind of item (where applicable). This classification of items is based
upon the selection of items for the item clusters.

Abbreviations:

Roman numerals indicate sections of the Group Interview Guide
Arabic numerals indicate items from the Group Interview Guide
(A) indicates an itm included on the addendum to the Group

Interview Guide
D indicates a "D-es" item
S indicates a "Should" item
L indicates an item selected for a leadership cluster
R indicates an item selected for a regulation cluster
I indicates an item selected for an involvement cluster
A indicates an item selected for an attitude cluster
Lower case letters (a, b, c, ) indicate subsections of items
* = significant at the .05 level of significance
** = significant at the .01 level of significance

Respondent Groups used in analyses: State Division of Vocational Edu-
cation (SDVE), State Department of Education (excluding SDVE), local
schools, area schools, higher education , combination of: State Board
of Education, legislators and state-level advisory committee members,
and others.



Section
and

Item DF X2

Kind
of

Item

Section
and
Item DF X2

Kind
of

Item

I 1 24 53.38** A 1,38 24 43.21** AL
2 24 44.49** 39 24 33.96
3 24 74.03** 40a 24 68.97** AL
4 24 72.29** 40b 24 52.97**
5 24 56.22** 40c 24 33.94
6 24 113.28** R 40d 24 35.84
7 24 38.78* R 41 24 64.15**
8 24 54.85** A 42 24 38.13* L
9 24 85.66** 43 24 38.76*

10 24 95.89** A 44 24 96.98** AL
11 24 68.80** A 45 24 60.18**
12 24 67.08** 46 24 54.18**
13 24 90.65** A 47 24 49.27**
14 24 193.55** A 48 24 45.42**
15 24 97.46** 49 N/A N/A
16 24 77.67** 50 12 27.33**
17 24 99.34** 51 N/A N/A
18 24 41.55* A 52 N/A N/A
19 24 109.50** A 53D 6 27.11** R
20 24 35.04 53S 6 9.17 R
21 24 76.24** 54D 6 30.56** R
22 24 46.82** 54S 6 31.58** R
23 24 35.99 k
24 24 46.67** II 1D 24 106.43** L
25 24 116.01** .S 24 56.06** L
26 24 47.01** 2D 24 49.11** L
27 24 36.46* S 24 47.99** L
28 24 93.69** A 3D 24 74.30** L
29 24 32.12 AL S 24 44.88** L
30 24 177.16** 4D 24 80.22** L
31 24 53.13** AL S 24 33.91 L
32 24 44.88** 5D 24 39.49* R
33 24 84.12** A S 24 33.82 R
34 24 31.17 A 6D 24 135.59** L
35 24 73.30** S 24 67.71** L
36 24 114.61** A 7D 24 65.58** L
37 24 31.98 A S 24 38.68* L

* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01
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4.

Section
and

Item DF X2

Kind Section
of and
Item Item DF X

2

Kind
of
Item

8D 24 62.74** III, 1 18 17.03
S 24 68.33** 2 18 31.35*
9D 24 48.25** 3 18 38.69** L
S 24 33.56 4 24 48.73** L

10D 24 87.28** 5 12 30.31** L
S 24 101.87** 6 12 26.59** L

11D 24 20.20 7 12 27.41**
S 24 31.26 8 18 30.41* L

12D 24 37.99* 9 24 70.82**
S 24 32.63 10 24 47.17** R

13D 24 54.43** 11 18 31.98*
S 24 28.07 12 24 38.41* R

14D 24 35.74 13 12 54.19** L
S 24 51.81** 14 18 46.73** L

15D 24 48.75** 15 24 45.32** R
S 24 63.92** 16 18 29.22* L

16D 24 25.77 17 18 42.42** L
S 24 35.13

17D 24 50.37** IV, 1D 24 320.90** I
S 24 36.50* S 24 254.96** I

18D 24 83.91** 2D 24 278.11** I
S 24 55.28** S 24 189.69** I

19D 24 57.97** 3D 24 305.13** I
S 24 40,73* S 24 295.20** I

20D 24 7S 48** 4D 24 264.35** I
S 24 49.20** S 24 205.51** I

21D 24 63.43** 5D 24 247.15** I
S 24 31.37 S 24 215.13** I

22D 24 31.30 6D 24 336.88**
S 24 42.50* S 24 313.32**

23D 24 56.82** 7D 24 305.14** I
S 24 30.78 S 24 232.87** I

24D 24 44.49** 8D 24 291.26** I
S 24 37.12* S 24 219.57** I

25D 24 43.85** 9D 24 171.43** I
S 24 18.67 S 24 180.92** I

26D 24 45.37** 10D 24 318.12** I
S 24 51.85** S 24 217.51** I

* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01
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Section
and

Item DF X
2

Kind
of
Item

Section
and

Item DF X2

Kind
of
Item

IV, liD 24 246.15** I V, 15D
S 24 187.39** 1 S

12D 24 251.74** I 16D 24 165.70** I

S 24 258.42** S 24 29.59 I

13D 24 269.04** I 17D 24 58.31**
S 24 213.49** I S 24 27.91

14D 24 84.49**
S 24 107.19** VI, 1D 24 196.85** I

S 24 64.40** I

V, 1D 24 212.10** 2D 24 233.19** I

S 24 50.23** I S 24 58.84** I

2D 24 262.57** 3D 24 133.74**
S 24 46.92** I S 24 35.63 I

3D 24 154.69** 4D 24 144.15**
S 24 32.37 I S 24 29.73 I

4D 24 155.44** 5D 24 126.20**
S 24 40.55* I S 24 34.62 I

5D 24 144.49** 6D 24 117.28**
S 24 31.94 I S 24 23.31 I

6D 24 112.84** 7D 24 132.58** I

S 24 47.67** I S 24 18.62 I

7D 24 134.82** 8D 24 220.61**
S 24 30.95 I S 24 44.45** I

8D 24 220.25** 9D 24 141.00**
S 24 63.81** I S 24 42.97* I

9D 24 165.21** 10D 24 197.82** I

S 24 42.29* I S 24 47.71** I

10D 24 283.22** I 11D 24 247.61** I

S 24 55.46** I S 24 84.95** I

11D 24 275.04** i 12D 24 166.67** I

S 24 62.77** I S 24 58.32** I

12D 24 187.75** I 13D 24 146.67** I

S 24 31.40 I S 24 37.99* I

13D 24 152.07** I 14D 24 167.97** I

S 24 44.47** I S 24 100.92**
14D 24 223.15** 15D 24 88.53**

S 24 103.95** I S 24 20.46

* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01
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Section
and

Item DF X2

Kind
of
Item

Section
and
Item Dr

Kind
of

X2 Item

VI, 16D 24 164.69** I I, 8 (A) 24 89.22** A
S 24 44.57** I II, 9 (A)D 24 68.46** L

17D 24 34.35 . S 24 36.33 L
S 24 24.68 10 (A)D 24 61.98** L

S 18 36.12** L
VII, 1D 24 220.25** L 11 (A)D 24 29.44 R

S 24 33.49 L S 24 30.33 R
2D 24 176.36** L 12 (A)D 24 59.79** L
S 24 29.40 L S 18 18.62 L

3D 24 223.50** L 13 (A)D 24 40.00 L
S 24 51.59** L S 18 24.67 LI

4D 24 255.94** L 14 (A)D 24 33.66 R
S 24 41.42* L S 24 33.94 R
5D 24 222.10** L III, 15 (A) 18 32.86* L
S 24 34.58 L 16 (A) 18 34.41* L

6D 24 200.46** L V, 17 (A)D 24 78.32** I
S 24 43.06** L S 24 21.65 I
7D. 24 173.44** LI 18 (A)D 24 88.60** I
S 24 40.95* L S 24 36.49* I

8D 24 246.69** R 19 (A)D 24 74.16**
S 24 56.32** R S 24 26.35 I

9D 24 455.15** R VI, 20 (A)D 24 88.12**
S 24 130.23** R S 24 22.76 I

10D 24 304.69** R 21 (A)D 24 104.19**
S 24 60.33** R S 24 31.12 I

11D 24 253.84** R 22 (A)D 24 86.16**
S 24 45.91** R S 24 34.60 I

12D 24 309.35** RI
S 24 52.09** R ** Significant at .01

I, 1 (A) 24 99.32** A
2 (A) 24 86.47** A
3 (A) 24 47.11**
4(A) 24 64.36** A
5 (A) 24 73.10**
6(A) 24 90.75** A
7 (A) 24 76.29**

* Significant at .05

- 55



B.NEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RESPONDENT GROUPS FOR
CLUSTER SCORES (N = 905, N = 878)

905 878 905 878 905 878 905
GROUP 1

...
2 3
.

878
4

905 878
5

SDVE M .690 .653 .646

.....

.684 .645 .594 .621 .717 .640 .545
SD .188 .210 .196 .163 .180 .224 .159 .142 .138 .155

SDE M .632 .565 .590 .644 .610 .557 .518 .666 .554 .450
SD .271 .211 .230 .199 .263 .222 .199 .146 .160 .157

L.Sch. M .598 .593 .573 .637 .559 .533 .592 .686 .577 .476
SD .253 .233 .199 .192 .257 .258 .206 .146 .149 .134

A.Sch. M .545 .536 .521 .606 .487 .510 .484 .647 .560 .476
SD .257 .254 .233 .190 .222 .254 .211 .186 .142 .168

H.E. M .526 .580 .634 .642 .544 .559 .553 .695 .546 .476
SD .267 .240 .126 .181 .248 .231 .200 .150 .157 .169

St.Bd. M .735 .661 .608 .589 .658 .562 .662 .682 .559 .468
SD .217 .273 .257 .257 .292 .340 .217 .161 .163 .165

Adv.Gp. M .637 .646 .574 .631 .539 .559 .621 .670 .557 .482
SD .240 .216 .214 .196 .291 .252 .227 .163 .157 .165

Leg.. M .770 .763 .597 .591 .684 .375 .658 .615 .565 .514
SD .188 .247 .198 .179 .179 .371 .143 .124 .132 .125

Others M .571 .569 .579 .576 .524 .472 .606 .702 .507 .465
SD .321 .249 .211 .193 .364 .332 .221 .144 .148 .136

St.Bd., M .724 .658 .596 .623 .639 .545 .651 .667 .561 .482
Adv. &..SD .216 .227 .224 .203 .260 .277 .194 .159 .140 .165
Leg.

Total M .614 .604 .597 .636 .576 .543 .587 .690 .572 .488
SD .260 .233 .209 .189 .264 .261 .201 .151 .154 .155
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905 878 905 878 905 878 905 878
GROUP 6 7 8 9

SDVE M .790 .770 .708 .765 .833 .862 .789 .768
SD .185 .195 .174 .150 .220 .193 .251 .268

SDE M .676 .700 .682 .722 .526 .610 .545 .535
SD .300 .209 .208 .166 .345 .298 .38° .354

L.Sch. M .668 .649 .691 .739 .630 .693 .565 .557
SD .231 .268 .169 .168 .286 .256 .322 .333

A.Sch. M .652 .636 .652 .737 .656 .748 .603 .578
SD .221 .268 .172 .175 .245 .282 .305 .312

H.E. M .629 .658 .692 .732 .679 .695 .574 .541
SD .248 .239 .170 .154 .246 .255 .319 .336

St.Bd. M .667 .655 .688 .652 .542 .666 .607 .580
SD .274 .305 .181 .188 .306 .233 .277 .385

Adv.Gp. M .611 .679 .722 .706 .575 .698 .594 .617
SD .223 .277 .165 .189 .242 .272 .324 .330

Leg. M .803 .553 .692 .730 .699 .586 .798 .506
SD .153 .366 .187 .138 .214 .321 .218 .351

Others M .587 .505 .678 .674 .542 .517 .468 .335
SD .325 .339 .189 .178 .285 .299 .373 .373

St.Bd., M .703 .666 .698 .701 .606 .685 .673 .603
Adv.at SD .235 .287 .178 .185 .267 .271 .282 .338
Leg.

Total M .680 .662 .690 .727 .660 .699 .611 .574
SD .256 .271 .178 .169 .287 .279 .335 .352



GROUP_ 10C 11C 12C 13C

SDVE M 1.317 1.372 1.115 1.262 1.221 1.253 1.266 1.277
SD .215 .234 .184 .221 .226 .255 .272 .305

SDE M 1.388 1.417 1.068 1.258 1.258 1.263 1.276 1.307
SD .256 .231 .272 .229 .250 .272 .269 .378

L.Sch. M 1.396 1.403 1.183 1.292 1.312 1.349 1..364 1.399
SD .250 .276 .253 .244 .262 .283 .326 .300

A.Sch. M 1.435 1.470 1.185 1.281 1.335 1.411 1.374 1.460
SD .227 .279 .239 .237 .232 .285 .316 .297

H.E. M 1.488 1.431 1.174 1.289 1.391 1.352 1.409 1.368
SD .265 .274 .238 .235 .262 .249 .327 .313

St.Bd. M 1.269 1.326 1.127 1.260 1.249 1.267 1.222 1.315
SD .259 .369 .323 .348 .274 .269 .345 .338

Adv.Gp. M 1.379 1.353 1.27;; 1.241 1.268 1.322 1.228 1.321
SD .256 .276 .288 .295 .250 .279 .360 .308

Leg. M 1.195 1.228 1.088 1.334 1.107 1.418 1.123 1.288
SD .231 .398 .164 .370 .191 .330 .264 .406

Others M 1.379 1.456 1.214 1.357 1.335 1.377 1.341 1.373
SD .334 .320 .361 .322 .293 .318 .328 .313

St.Bd., M 1.268 1.339 1.148 1.251 1.202 1.308 1.188 1.318
Adv.& SD .255 .299 .273 .307 ,249 .266 .321 .317
Leg.

Total M 1.379 1.403 1.15) 1.285 1.294 1.322 1.323 1.350
SD .266 .276 .263 .260 .262 .279 .315 .319
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E.RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TESTS FOR DIFFERENCES IN GROUP DOES
AND SHOULD RESPONSE FREQUENCIES FOR THE SAME ITEM

FOR SECTIONS II AND VII OF THE GROUP
INTERVIEW GUIDE

Section II

SDVE
Item N=394

SDE
N=155

L.SCH
N=415

A.SCH
N=118

H.E.
N=229

LEG.
ST.BD.
ADV.GP.
N=200

OTHER
N=272

1 100.62 42.16"208.66 71.84 127.26 57.27 72.79
2 93.59 49.42 123.81 50.57 92.85 53.57 78.43
3 270.54 111.21 308.82 103.74 195.02 83.42 115.13
4 244.89 142.72 289.59 89.41 194.92 87.11 146.66
5 24.45 11.24* 28.75 7.68* 7.31* 14.53 19.41
6 84.97 29.56**141.62 61.87 97.77 58.25 72.38
7 302.97 114.20 145.13 64.94 166.47 65.31 103.13
8 200.95 94.12 195.20 65.71 155.46 74.15 124.14
9 272.95 1.91* 216.51 80.33 184.37 59.76 98.05

10 26.46 4.75* 45.92 5.95* 26.49 9.77* 11.70*
11 13.74 29.33** 7.81* .93* 7.97* 7.61* 8.46*
12 149.10 126.11 107.96 37.32 99.84 39.99 87.47
13 250.46 29.11 217.04 97.43 180.03 79.91 127.18
14 99.00 9.23* 107.80 31.81 64.89 33.64 43.88
15 46.41 35.29 76.80 28.57 41.81 27.58 50.11
16 94.63 117.65 87.08 22.83 53.69 31.38 54.11
17 343.12 97.34 370.29 116.91 205.16 119.90 238.68
18 216.89 87;37 204.53 67.95 149.87 61.35 125.14
19 101.24 91.33 131.52 64.28 92.82 59.80 56.18
20 223.65 159.24 270.90 116.86 174.27 84.94 133.95
21 264.33 60.66 354.13 106.44 217.55 125.53 199.79
22 205.68 130.77 186.40 54.67 87.55 73.47 104.05

All Items significant at the .01 level for four
of freedom (DF) unless indicated otherwise

* = Non-significant at the .01 level
** = Three degrees of freedom
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Section II

Item
SDVE
N=394

SDE
N=155

L.SCH
N=415

A.SCH
N=118

H.E.
N=229

LEG.
ST.BD.
ADV.(211,

N=200
OTHER
N=272

23 293.25 130.77 256.31 99.21 201.64 02%.01 148.95
24 17.61 18.07 25.39 8.63* 21.11 21.57 37.92
25 09.93 79.46 86.84 22.32 65.59 48.90 70.12
26 42.13 31.01 14.82 11.67 27.27 30.87 27.85
9A 1C2.00 49.05 110.34 52.38 69.79 24.93 52.72

10A 80.37 42.89 .09.67 41.66 94.76 23.47 66.63
11A 5.32* 4.08* 2.45* 3.79* 4.91* 2.11* .26*
12A 62.01 27.78 108.61 31.96 76.79 21.74 50.08
13A 61.60 43.80** 81.56 37.91 68.83 13.10** 36.10**
14A 8.13* 3.53* 21.20 5.68* 7.92* 6.15* 10.62*

Section VII

1 174.98 73.88 181.39 67.78**150.70 64.48 184.85
2 202.79 100.25 252.79 81.90 155.30 100.73 197.40
3 249.48 117.04 376.37 85.51 185.23 116.67 228.13
4 129.32 63.76**244.48 62.42 128.70 65.51 165.14
5 221.26 131.24 331.61 108.13 219.26 118.92 206.38
6 240.98 95.65 270.77 82.48 21816 104.80 233.80
7. 102.40 44.16 177.01 32.52 107.13 48.74 111.96
8 17.03 18.16 78.51 8.75* 15.31 33.84 108.99
9 47.20 12.56* 154.98 27.13 47.11 47.09 136.35
10 16.10 14.71** 53.45 4.45* 15.62 33.79 101.45
11 65.96 23.17 146.16 29.67** 56.32 69.37 171.89
12 195.53 81.83 321.20 74.13 161.13 91.69 232.95

All items significant at the .01 level for four degrees
of freedom (DF) unless indicated otherwise

* = Non-significant at the .01 level
** = Three degrees of freedom
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F. MEAN CLUSTER SCORES OF SELECTED RESPONDENT GROUPS

The following graphs picture the mean scores of selected respondent
groups on each of the item clusters.

Abbreviations:

SDVE
SDE
LOC SCH
AR SCH
HI ED
ST BD
ADV GP
LEG
0TH

State Division of Vocational Education
State Department of Education, excluding SDVE
Local Schools
Area Schools
Higher Education
State Board of Education
Advisory Committee or Group (State Level)
Legislators
Other Respondents

1 indicates mean score of sample N=905
2 indicates mean score of sample N=878

For graph purposes, mean scores are reported as whole numbers. In
computation, mean scores were actually three place decimals (e. g.
500 on the graph is equivalent to a mean score of . 500).
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Gr RELATIONSHIP OF ACTUAL AND IDEAL INVOLVEMENT OF
SELECTED RESPONDENT GROUPS IN SDVE ACTIVITIES

The following graphs portray the relationship between a respondent
group's "DOES" and "SHOULD" responses to involvement in selected
SDVE activities. The percent of involvement reported on these graphs
was obtained by totalling the percent of the respondent group's re-
sponses in two response categories--"almost always" and "frequently. "

Abbreviations of Respondent Groups:

SDE State Department of Education (excluding State
Division of Vocational Education)

L. Sch. Local Schools
A. Sch. Area Schools (Including Junior or Community

Colleges)
H. E . Higher Education
St. Bd. -State Board of Education
Adv. Gp. State Level Vocational Advisory Groups
Leg. Legislators
Other Other Respondents (Business, Agriculture, etc.)
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H. RELATIONSHIPS OF SELECTED RESPONDENT
GROUP MEAN SCORES ON

TWO unit CLUSTERS

The following scatter plots portray relationships of group mean scores
on two clusters for both sample groups (N=905, N=878).

N N
905 878

Group Abbreviations:

SDVE State Division of Vocational 205 189
Education

SDE State Department of Education
(excluding SDVE) 72 83

L. Sch. Local Schools 226 189

H. E . Higher Education 114 115

A. Sch. Area Schools (including Junior
or Community Colleges) 70 48

Adv. Gp. Combination of: State Board
Members, State-Level Voca-
tional Education Advisory
Group Members, and State
Legislators

Other Other Respondents (Business,
Labor, Agriculture, etc.)

72 128

146 126
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Discussion of Results of Cluster Analysis

Material in this section will be presented in the following sequence:

a. Discussion of the results as they pertain to the
general hypotheses

b. Generalizations based upon the correlations of
cluster scores

c. Discussion of clusters and single items relevant
to leadership, regulation and involvement in
terms of reliability coefficients, means, standard
deviations and chi-square tests.

d. Discussion of the results in terms of bar graphs
of cluster scores and involvement and of the
scatter plots of cluster scores

e. Generalizations relating to the research questions
mentioned in the Introduction section of this
report

f. Ideas for future analysis and study

In reviewing the material in this section, recall that cluster scores
were so developed that a higher score indicates a greater amount
or performance of the activity being measured. Thus a leadership
score of .650 indicates a perceived greater quantity of leadership
than a leadership score of . 450; also, the smaller a cluster differ-
ence score, the more similar are responses to the actual and ideal
dimensions of the activity (e. g. , leadership) being measured.

The total sample (N=1783) will tend to produce more significant results
with less actual variance than the smaller samples (N=905, N=878)
would have. The specific (N) is reported for each statistical treatment,
and wherever results are reported as percentages, the (N) upon which
the percentage was based is reported. In discussions of consensus on
any item, the response choices "don't know", "uncertain", or no

1111,
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response (where applicable) were not used to compute the consensus.
The actual percentage of respondents in those categories can be ob-
tained from Appendix IV, M, Response Frequencies of Respondent
Groups (Expressed in Percents).

Discussion of the Results of Statistical Tests of the General Null
Hypotheses*

Since the "Perceptions" sub-unit was a field study designed to be inclu-
sive rather than exclusive, and since the hypotheses and research
questions were general rather than specific, the .05 significance level
was accepted throughout. Both the .05 and the .01 levels are reported
where applicable. However, since many of the statistical results ex-
ceeded these levels of significance, the actual result is also reported.

Hol: There are no differences among response fre-
quencies, of respondent groups in the responses to
items representing the (actual and ideal) leadership,
regulation and involvement dimensions of the SDVE
role.

1101 is rejected. Differences among respondent groups* at or beyond
the .05 level of significance .were demonstrated on 250 out of 303 items

* Many of the general null hypotheses are, in fact, combinations of
several specific hypotheses. E. g. , H01, expanded, might read:
There are no differences among response frequencies of respon-
dent group (A), (B), .... etc., in response to item (1), (2), ... (n)
representing the (actual and ideal) leadership, regulation and in-
volvement dimensions of the SDVE role. For this reason there
may be qualifications in the acceptance or rejection of each gen-
eral hypothesis, and care must be exercised in any generaliza-
tions. The interested reader should examine the results for each
test for more precise bases of acceptance or rejection.

Respondent groupings used for analyses are detailed in Appendix
IV, A. Most analyses made use of seven groups: State Division of
Vocational Education (SDVE), State Department of Education (ex-
cluding the SDVE), focal schools, area schools, higher educa-
tion, others, and a group consisting of a combination of State
Board of Education members, State-Level Vocational Education
Advisory Committee members, and Legislators. Complete re-
sults of these chi-square tests are included in Table A , pages
51 to 55.
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*..............................

tested by means of the chi-square test. Significant differences do exist
among group response frequencies to the items.

H02. Mean scores among respondent groups on the (actual
and ideal) leadership, regulation and involvement
clusters do not differ.

Hot is rejected. Sixteen analyses of variance (eight each- -clusters 1,
2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9--for samples N=905, N=878) produced 15 F values
significant at or beyond the . OS level. In fact, 14 of the analyses of
variance indicated a significance level at or beyond . 01. These results
tend to confirm the findings of the chi-square analyses for Hol. These
results are summarized below, and reported in detail in Appendix IV, D.
Mean scores among the respondent groups differ significantly.

Hot: Summary of Analyses of Variance Among Groups
On (Actual and Ideal) Leadership, Regulation

and Involvement Clusters

Act.
Lead.

Ideal
Lead.

Act.
Re 1.

Ideal
Re:

Act.
Inv.

Ideal
Inv.

Ideal
IV

Act.
IV

Cluster 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

N = 878

I N = 905

01

01

01

01

01

01

05

01

01

01

01

NS

01

01

01

01

I-103: There are no differences between response fre-
quencies of a respondent group in responses to the
actual and ideal dimensions of the same item.

Ho3 is rejected. Chi-square tests were made for differences in re-
sponse frequencies of seven respondent groups on the "does" and the
"should" dimensions of the same item stem. Differences significant
at or beyond the .01 level were obtained in 278 of the 308 chi-square
tests. From an examination of these results, it is apparent that items
classified as regulation items yielded fewer significant differences,
and all 30 non - significant (.01) chi - square values were obtained from
items classified as regulation. Table A.; pages 51 to 55 presents
the details of these analyses.

-102-



H 4* Mean scores among respondent groups on leadership,o '
regulation and involvement cluster difference scores
do not differ.

Ho4 is rejected. All eight analyses of variance (four each for sample
N=905, N=878 on clusters 10c-13c) produced F values significant at or
beyond the .05 level. (Seven of these F values were significant at or
beyond the .01 level.) These results indicate that there are significant
differences among respondent groups in the perceived disparities be-
tween the actual and ideal leadership, regulation and involvement di-
mensions of the SDVE role. These results are summarized below,
and reported in detail in Appendix IV, D. Inspectio i of a tabulation of the
actual responses to the Group Interview Guide indicates that on nearly
every item, the respondent indicated that, ideally, more emphasis should
be placed upon the activity in question. (See Appendix IV, M, Response
Frequencies of Respondent Groups (Expressed in Percents), to compare
the concentration of responses on the "Does" and on the "Should" dimen-
sions of the same item stem.)

Ho4: Summary of Analyses of Variance Among Groups
On Leadership, Regulation and Involvement

Cluster Difference Scores

Lead.
Diff.

Reg.
Diff.

Inv.
Diff.

Sec. IV
Diff.

Cluster 10c 11c 12c 13c

N = 878

N = 905

.01

.01

.05

.01

.01

.01

.01

.01

Ho5- There are no differences among response frequencies
of respondent groups in their responses to items re-
lating to attitudes or opinions about questions and
issues in education.

H05 is rejected. Chi-square tests on 24 items classified as "attitude"
items, both from the Group Interview Guide and from the addendum to
the Group Interview Guide, resulted in 20 differences significant at or
beyond the .05 level. Within the sample there are significant differences
in attitude about, and opinion of, issues in education as measured by items
on the Group Interview Guide. These results are summarized below; de-
tails appear in Table A, pages 51 to 55 .
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Elo5. Summary of Chi-Square Tests for Significant
Differences Among Respondent Groups on

Items* Relating to Attitude

Item Significance Item Significance I Item Significance

1 .01 23 NS 38 .01
8 .01 28 .01 40a .01

10 .01 29 NS 44 .01
11 .01 31 .01 1(A) .01
13 .01 33 .01 2(A) .01
14 .01 34 NS 4(A) .01
18 .05 36 .01 6(A) .01
19 .01 37 NS 8(A) .01

* All items are from Section I (or addendum) of the Group Interview
Guide.

H06: Mean scores obtained by the respondent groups on
an item cluster indicating attitude about vocational
education do not differ.

Ho6 is re,ected. Two analyses of variance (one each for samples
N=905, N=878 on cluster 5) produced F values significant at or beyond
the . 01 level. Attitude differences, as measured by the attitude cluster
developed from items from the Group Interview Guide, do exist among
respondent groups. As might be expected, the highest mean score was
obtained by the SDVE group, while respondents classified as "other"
generally scored among the lowest. Analyses of variance among group
responses to the attitude cluster lend support to the results obtained in
the chi-square analyses for H05. Details of this analysis are reported
in Appendix IV, D, under the heading of cluster 5.

Ho7. Mean cluster scores among legislator, state board
of education and state vocational education advisory
council groups (i. e. , state -level policy and advisory
groups) do not differ.

H07 is not rejected. Twenty-six analyses of variance among these
three respondent groups produced only three F values significant at



the .05 level. These three significant values were obtained on clusters
measuring actual involvement and involvement difference, i.e., clus-
ters 6, 9 and 12c, and only for the sample (N=905). Representatives of
these groups used in the sample for this study did not respond in a sig-
nificantly different manner. This series of analyses of variance lends
credence to the combination of represcruaves of these three groups
into one group for purposes of analyr4i6 throug hout this study. These
analyses are summarized in Table C , pages 69 and 60 and detailed
in Appendix IV, D.

Hob: Mean cluster scores of rebpordents representing
local schools, area schools and higher education do
not differ.

Hob is not rejected. Twenty-six analyse 3 of variance (13 each for
sample N =905, N=878) produced 21 nonsignificant F values, two sig-
nificant at the .05 level, and three significant at the .01 level. All
significant results were obtained in the sample N=878, and three of the
five significant results were obtained on clusters dealing with leader-
ship and leadership difference. In general, and with the qualifications
noted, respondents representing these various segments of education
did not obtain significantly different cluster scores. This result, how-
ever, does not preclude the possibility that there were divergences of
opinion on specific items. Table , pages and presents a
summary of these results. Appendix IV, 0, presents details of these
analyses.

H09: Mean cluster scores of the SDVE group and of other
educator groups as represented by respondents from
local schools, area schools and higher education, do
not differ.

H ©9 is rejected. Twenty-six analyses of variance (13 each for samples
N=905, N=878) produced 22 F values significant at or beyond the .05
level, including 19 F values significant at or beyond. the .01 level. The
SDVE group, in fact, does indicate that it has perceptions of "what is"
and "what should be" its role which differ significantly from those of
other educator groups. Table , page and presents a sum-
mary of these results. Details appear in Appendix IV, D.

H010: Mean scores among the SDVE group, the state board
of education, legislator and state vocational education
advisory council groups (state-level policy and ad-
visory groups) do not differ.
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The results for the general null hypothesis are too indefinite for clear
rejection of the null hypothesis, and individual cluster results vary be-
tween samples N=905 and N=878. In 26 analyses of variance, 14 F
values significant at or beyond tne .05 level were obtained. Four of
these significant F values were obtained on involvement clusters,
where it would be expected that SDVE involvement in its own activities
is higher than the involvement of any other group. Table C, pages
59 and 60, presents a summary of these results. Details appear in
Appendix IV, D.

Mean scores among state-level policy and advisory
groups (i.e. , legislators, state board of education
members and state vocational education advisory
council members) and respondents from respondent
group "other" (i.e. , representatives of business,
labor, etc.) do not differ.

The results for this general null hypothesis are too indefinite for clear
rejection of the null hypothesis. Of the 26 analyses of variance, F
values significant at or beyond the .05 level were obtained in 12 tests.
Four of these significant F values were obtained on involvement clus-
ters, where it would be expected that state board and advisory group
involvement in SDVE activities would be greater than the involvement
of the general public. Table C, pages 59 and 60, presents a summary
of these results. Details appear in Appendix IV, D.

Cluster Correlation Matrices

From inspection of the correlations between and among the item clus-
ters (Table D, pages 61 and 62) it can be seen that the dimensions of (actual
and ideal) leadership, regulation and involvement- -clusters 1, 2, 3, 4,
6, 7--show positive correlations. These correlations indicate stronger
relationships between the "actual" clusters and between the "ideal" clus-
ters of different activities than between an actual and an ideal cluster
score on the same activity.

Clusters were developed so that higher cluster scores indicated a
greater perceived or expected amount of the quantity or activity being
measured than lower scores. For example, a score of .850 on clus-
ter 1, actual leadership, indicates that the respondent perceived a
greater amount, or higher level of, present SDVE leadership than did
a respondent with a score of . 550. The highest possible score was
1.00. The lower a cluster difference score, the more similar the
actual and the ideal dimensions of the activity.
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In the following discussion of the correlations, the value terms (high,
low, more, less, strong, weak) refer to relative scores or relation-
ships to scores obtained on the clusters. For example, if in two clus-
ters a high score indicates the same kind of relationship (in this case
a greater amount or quantity of the activity being measured) and the
two clusters have a positive correlation of . 65, then respondents who
obtain high scores on one cluster also tend to obtain high scores on the
other cluster. Inverse relationship indicates a. high score on one
cluster is associated with a low score on another cluster, and vice
versa.

Each correlation coefficient is an index of relationship. Correlations
between and among clusters were computed for both sample groups
(N=905, N=878). The following general discussions of the correlations
include both groups. Where there are apparent substantial differences
in the relationships, these differences will be noted. However, no tests
of significance were computed for differences between sample groups,
Both correlation coefficients will be presented in the discussions.
From an inspection and analysis of the correlations, the following
generalizations seem appropriate. (Correlations for sample N=905
are given first; those ;or N=878 are given second in parentheses.)

1. There is a strong positive relationship between (scores
representing) actual leadership and actual regulation.
r1, 3 = . 58 (. 59).

2. There is a strong positive relationship between actual
leadership and actual involvement. r1 6 = . 59 (. 52).

3. There is a moderately strong positive relationship be-
tween actual leadership and level of personal involve-
ment. rl,

9
= . 46 (. 42).

4. There is a very strong inverse relationship between
actual leadership scores and scores on cluster 10c,
leadership difference. r1, = 86 (-. 80).

5. Respondent group (N=878) evidenced a stronger positive
relationship between actual leadership and attitude to-
wards education than did group (N=905). r1, 5 = .28 (. 49).

6. Respondent group(N=878) evidenced a somewhat stronger
inverse relationship than did group (N=905) between actual
leadership and cluster 11c scores, indicating a perceived
similarity between actual and ideal regulation.
r 1 11c = -.37 (-.51).
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7. There is a strong positive relationship between ideal
leadership and ideal regulation. r2 4 = . 51 (.45).

8. There is a moderately strong positive relationship be-
tween actual regulation and actual involvement.
r3, 6 = .41 (.48).

9. There is a strong inverse relationship between actual
regulation and cluster 10c, leadership difference.
r3, loc = -.50 (-. 56).

10. There is a very strong inverse relationship between
actual regulation and the difference between actual and
ideal regulation (e. g. , respondents with high actual
regulation scores tend to have low regulation difference
scores). r3, 11c = - 72 (- . 83).

11. There is a very strong inverse relationship between
actual general involvement and the difference between
actual and ideal general involvement. r6, 12c = -. 64
( -.73).

12. There is a strong positive relationship between actual
general involvement and actual personal involvement.
r7, 8 . 54 ( 60)

13. There is a strong positive relationship between leader-
ship difference scores and regulation difference scores.
r10c, 11c = .45 (.56).

14. There is a strong positive relationship between leader-
ship difference scores and general involvement differ-
ence scores. * r10c, 12c = .55 (.54).

There are various hypothetical explanations for the relationships
shown in 14, 15 and 16 above, such as: (1) persons involved in
SDVE activities perceive those activities as leadership-oriented;
(2) persons involved in SDVE activities are closer to what is ac-
tually going on; (3) persons not involved in SDVE activities are un-
interested in, or uninformed about, SDVE activities; (4) persons
not involved in SDVE activities do not perceive the SDVE as a
leadership agency. It is probably true that SDVE employees (who
have the highest scores on the involvement clusters as indicated
by cluster mean scores) would logically perceive their jobs as
leadership-oriented.

108 -



15. There is a strong positive relationship between leader-
ship difference scores and rsonal involvement dif-
ference scores.* r 1 ( . 4 7 ) .

16. There is a very strong positive relationship between
general involvement difference scores and personal
involvement difference scores.* r12c, . M 2).

17. There is a strong positive relationship between actual
and ideal personal involvement scores, and this relation-
ship is somewhat stronger than the relationship between
actual and ideal general involvement scores.
r

8, 9
= .43 (.46); r6, 7 = . 35 (. 32).

18, There is a moderate inverse relationship between actual
general involvement and leadership difference scores.
r6, 10c = -.48 (- . 54).

19. There is a positive relationship between actual and ideal
leadership, and this tendency is somewhat stronger in
respondent group (N=905) than in (N=878).

rl 2 = . 36 (.22).

20. Scores on cluster 9, perception of actual personal in-
volvement:

a. Are moderately related in a positive manner to
actual leadership. r9, 1 = .46 (.42).

b. Demonstrate a low, but positive, relationship with
perceptions of actual regulation. r9, 3 = .27 (. 37),
but

c. Show a weak positive relationship to ideal regula-
tion r9 4 .

= i8 15)f

d. Show a very strong positive relationship to actual
general involvement. r9, 6 = .73 (.76).

e. Are inversely related to scores representing the
difference between actual and ideal personal in-
volvement. r9, 13c = -.42 (-. 51).

* See footnote (*) previous page.
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21. Scores on cluster 1, actual leadership:

a. Are strongly and inversely related to leadership
difference scores, indicating that respondents per-
ceiving a high level of actual leadership do not per-
ceive as great a need for change in leadership activ-
ities as those respondents that perceive a low level
of actual leadership. r1, loc = -.86 (-. 80).

b. Demonstrate moderate inverse relationships be-
tween scores on clusters 12c and 13c, general in-
volvement difference and personal involvement
difference. r

1 12c = -.49 (-. 45); r1, 13c =
-.35 (-.41).

Correlation coefficients obtained on clusters S and 9the ideal and
actual personal involvement (i.e. , involvement of "persons like you")
in SDVE activities -- substantiate the correlation coefficients obtained
for clusters 6 and 7, the actual and ideal "general" involvement.

Items for clusters were selected a priori, dichotomously scored, and
tested for conformity to the a priori assumptions by means of a chi-
square procedure. Cluster reliability coefficients were compu,;?..d by
means of the Kuder Richardson Formula Number 20, and are reported
in detail in Appendixes IV, H and I.

Inspection of the cluster reliability coefficients for both sample groups
indicates that all except cluster 5 produced high reliability coefficients.
This indicates that if repeated measures were made on the same kinds
of people, similar scores could be expected.

Cluster Reliability Coefficient Cluster Reliabili Coefficient

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

.93 .90

.90 .87

.86 .86

.76 .69

.57 .59

.94 .95

.89 .87

8
9

10c
11c
12c
13c

.91 .90

.94 .95

.86 .85

. 66 .69
1 .84 .86

.81 .84
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Mean scores for clusters one through nine must fall between 1.00 and
0.00 since they were developed as a proportion. * Mean scores on the
difference clusters (clusters 10c, 11c, 12c, 13c) must fall between
2.00 and 0.00, since a constant (1.00) was added to each "should" clus-
ter computation to circumvent the possibility of negative numbers. Thus
a cluster difference score falling between 2.00 and 1.00 indicates a per-
ceived need for more of the activity or quality being measured (i.e., a
change to more =he "should" dimension than of the "does" dimension).
A cluster difference score falling between 1.00 and 0.00 indicates a per-
ceived need for less of the activity or quality being measured (i.e., a
change to less of the "should" dimension than of the "does" dimension).
Group mean scores on each cluster are reported in Table B, pages 56
to 58.

The magnitude of the standard deviation indicates how compact or clus-
tered the respondent scores are. The smaller the standard deviation,
the more nearly alike are the responses of the respondent group. It
will be noted that in most cases the SDVE group responses were more
tightly clustered than the responses of any other group, and legislator
group generally produced the next smallest standard deviation. The
respondent group labelled "other" generally produced the most variance
of within-group responses. Group standard deviations on each cluster
are detailed in Table B, pages 56 to 58.

Table A , pages 51 to 55 presents the chi-square results for each
item of the Group Interview Guide. These chi-square tests were com-
puted on the response frequencies of seven respondent groups.1 It can
be noted that items designated as regulation items produce proportion-
ately fewer significant results and generally lower chi-squares than
items designated as either leadership or involvement. This same pat-
tern of results holds true for the chi-square tests for significance of
differences between a group's "does" and "should" responses to the
same item stem. (Table E , pages 63 to 64 , presents these re-
sults. By checking the compiled frequency of responses to items,

* Items for these clusters were dichotomized as 1 or 0. Cluster
scores were then computed as: _1E04 (1-,_L-__0)]

+ These groups represented persons from: (1) the SDVE, (2) the
SDE (excluding SDVE), (3) Local Schools, (4) Area Schools,
(5) Higher Education, (6) State Board of Education, Legislator
and State Vocational Education Advisory Groups, and (7) Other
Respondents.



Appendix IV, M , Response Frequencies of Respondent Groups (Expressed
in Percents, it can be seen that these regulation items also produce low
consensus among the sample. There is less agreement upon the regu-
latory function (both actual and ideal) for the SDVE than upon other SDE
activities. Perhaps this means that the SDVE role is in the process of
changing from the traditional monolithic emphasis upon regulation to
an emergent need for emphasis upon leadership and involvement.

There was a consistent trend throughout the study for respondents to
reflect a higher extent of consensus on leadership items than on regu-
latory items, and a higher extent of consensus on the ideal ("should"
items) than on the actual ('goes "items) SDVE members, as a group,
evinced higher consensus for the SDVE role (actual and ideal) than did
the total sample or other respondent groups. This result certainly was
not unexpected. The SDVE members are obviously more involved in
SDVE activities than any other single group, and as such are closer to
the actual day-to-day activities of the SDVE. Since the SDVE, what-
ever state, has the general function of superintendence of the statewide
vocational-technical education program, there was little variance among
states.

There was also a consistent trend for the percent of "don't know" re-
sponses and for unanswered items (i.e., for no response) to be higher
on the "does" items than on the "should" items. Among the respondent
groups used in analysis, this percentage was generally highest for the
group classified as "other" and second highest for the legislator group.

The consistent trend for a higher extent of consensus on the "should"
items than on the "does" items may be explained in part by the fact that,
although a respondent does riot know what the SDVE really does, he does
have a personal notion or preference for what the SDVE should do.

Analysis of the bar-graph presentations of group mean cluster scores
reveals both striking similarities and striking differences between and
among respondent groups and the sample groups (N=905), (N=878).

At the broadest level of generalization, there appears a consistent trend
for the mean cluster scores of sample group I (N=905) to be higher than
the mean scores of sample group II (N=878) on clusters representing
the actual dimensions of leadership, regulation and involvement, and on
the cluster representing attitude toward vocational-technical education.
On the other hand, there is an observable trend for mean cluster scores
sample group I on clusters representing the ideal dimensions of leader-
ship, regulation and involvement; and on all four of the cluster differ-
ence scores, although the magnitude and the consistency of the trend on
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the difference clusters are not as marked as on the ideal clusters.

The mean cluster scores also indicate that the State Board of Education,
State Vocational Education Advisory Groups, and State Legislators re-
flect a relatively high perception of actual leadership and regulation;
in some cases higher perceptions of these dimensions than even the
SDVE itself. These same groups, on the other hand, indicate relatively
low expectations for ideal leadership and low leadership difference
scores. This may indicate that these groups perceive the SDVE as
performing about that amount of leadership which is seen as desirable,
and as perceiving a minimal need for change towards a more active
leadership role for the SDVE. These same groups also reflect high
ideal regulation scores and high regulation difference scores, indi-
cating a perceived need for more regulation. If these perceptions are
widespread among such influential groups and policy-makers, they may
present very real problems or roadblocks for attempting changes in
the SDVE role, especially if those changes are toward more partici-
pation in leadership activities and less in regulatory activities.

Representatives of local schools, area schools and higher education
obtained mean cluster scores that were similar. * This indicates that
practicing educators, regardless of their level of specialty, tend to
have similar perceptions of the actual and ideal SDVE role. It can
also be noted that these three groups obtained among the lowest scores
on cluster 1, actual leadership of the SDVE, and among the highest
scores on the leadership difference cluster, indicating a perceived
need for more leadership from the SDVE. These results provide a
noteworthy comparison for the results reported in the previous para-
graph.

Group responses to Section IV of the Group Interview Guide, repre-
senting frequency of iiwolvement in selected SDVE activities, are pre-
s ented on the graphs in figures to .* The results are generally
consistent in indicating that all groups believe that they could and
should be more involved in SDVE activities. In some specific acti-
vities, such as determining staff needs, the respondent groups

* See also the results for H08,
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indicate that they do not perceive the same need for involvement as
in relatively broad general activities as represented by planning
activities, policy formulation and setting goals. For some activities,
such as field testing, implementing programs and research, there
are consistently large differences between the actual and the ideal
dimensions of involvement, especially among the educator groups.
If there is merit in the results of much of the recent group dyna-
mics work, it would seem that SDVE could obtain more coopera-
tion in the development of statewide vocational programs if they en-
couraged the involvement, at the planning and decision- making
levels, of those groups which believe they should be more involved
and which may, in fact, be instrumental in the implementation of
those plans.

Pages 82 to 99 show the relationships of group scores on pairs
of item clusters. Certain generalizations hold true for both groups
of the sample (N=905, N=878), as well as among resTondent groups.

The SDVE and Advisory groups (the latter a combination of State Board
of Education members, Legislator and State Vocational Education Ad-
visory Committee members) tend to be psychologically ",:lose" to one
another in their responses, as do the local school, area school and
higher education groups. Representatives of the SDE tend to be more

In Section IV of the Group Interview Guide respondents were asked
to respond to items in terms of their own personal involvement;
i.e., how frequently DOES and how frequently SHOULD, the
Division involve persons like ou in (activity 1, 2, ... 14). Since
the sample included peop e wit fferent kinds of responsibilities
and relationships to vocational education, wide ranges of responses
were noted. It seemed more useful to report results as scores
obtained by groups, rather than to discuss significance of differ-
ences between or among groups. Significance tests for differences
among response frequencies of seven groups are reported in
Table E , page 63 . These results, however, may be more arti-
fact than fact, since the SDVE members could obviously be ex-
pected to be more involved in SDVE activities than any other sin-
gle group. Therefore, most of the significance of differences
could be explained by the large difference between (1) SDVE in-
volvement in its own affairs, and (2) outside involvement in SDVE
affairs.
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similar to the SDVE in their responses than to other educator groups,
although this relationship is not as consistent as the one noted previously.

Strong inverse relationship trends (i.e., those who tend to score high
on one cluster tend to score low on the other cluster) are noted between
responses to clusters representing: (1) actual leadership and Section
IV difference, (2) actual leadership and leadership diffelence, (3) actual
regulation and regulation difference. It makes sense, for example, that
respondents who perceive a high degree of present leadership perceive
smaller differences between actual and ideal leadership than respondents
who perceive a low degree of present leadership. In like manner, those
who are closely involved in SDVE activity and are about as involved as
they believe they should be (i.e., who have low personal involvement
difference scores) probably perceive a high degree of actual leadership,
since they themselves are a part of the SDVE activity. Strong positive
relationship trends (i. e. , those groups high on one cluster tend to be
high on the other cluster) are noted between responses to clusters re-
presenting: (1) actual leadership and actual personal involvement
(Section IV, "does"), (2) actual leadership and actual regulation, (3)
actual involvement and ideal leadership, (4) leadership difference and
involvement difference, (5) actual involvement and actual regulation.

There are at least two explanations for the observable phenomenon of
the SDVE responses being consistently quite different--or more extreme
--than the responses of other respondent groups. Since this study was
directed primarily at the SDVE and its role, funcation and operation, it
may be that the SDVE members, being more closely connected to the
actual day-to-day operation of the activities in question are able to gen-
erate more definitive responses. On the other hand, it may be that the
SDVE group is unaware of what role other respondent groups attribute
to it, or even unaware that the SDVE perceives itself as doing consider-
ably more than other groups--especially other educator groupsper-
ceive it doing.

Inspection of the scatterplots of mean scores also shows that the SDVE
group, in most instances, is at one extreme or the other of the plotted
scores. This group generally appears at the high end of scores on the
(actual and ideal) leadership, regulation and involvement clusters and
at the low end of scores for the difference clusters. This shows that
the SDVE group perceive themselves as high on the dimensions of
leadership, regulation and involvement, and have high conceptual ideals
for the performance of leadership, regulation and involvement. This
may be taken to indicate that the SDVE does not perceive as great a
need for change in its performance of leadership, regulation or involve-
ment activities as other gri pups perceive.
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In analyzing the scatterplots of cluster scores the reader is cautioned
to note that the group sizes vary, and thus have different relative
weights and influence. The SDVE group (which has more extreme scores
than most other groups on most of the clusters) is one of the largest of
the respondent groups and, therefore, influences the total results more
than smaller groups. Relationships which at first glance appear to have
strong linear relationships might "wash out" if a single large group
were removed. This is particularly true of the SDVE group which, be-
sides being one of the largest groups, also generally yields the most
extreme scores.

Correlation coefficients, on the other hand, indicate relationships be-
tween variables using each individual's score regardless of group affili-
ation. Each individual has the same potential weight in producing the
correlationr

Considering the size of both sample groups (N=905, N=878) and the fact
that the same kinds of respondents were invited to participate in the
data-collection session within each sample, there were some striking
differences in responses between the groups. It might be that these
differences can be explained in one (or more) of the following ways:*

1. Regional differences. For example, group (N=905) includes
2 Southern states; group (N=878) includes 9 Southern states.

2. State Size (population). E. g. 1 group (N=905) includes (of the
ten largest states) those ranked 5, 8, 9 in population size in
the 1960 census; group (N=878) includes states ranked 1, 2,
3 and 7.

3. State size in relation to population density. Sample group
(N=905) includes six states with large area and small popu-
lation; sample group (N=878) includes only two such states.

4. Urban-rural differences. It is possible that one sample
group contained respondents that were more urban- or
rural-oriented than the other.

5. Slight change in the Group Interview Guide. Some modi-
fications of the Group Interview Guide changed a few items,
and added or deleted an item or two from the clusters. In
the last draft of the Group Interview Guide the instructions

Refer to Appendix I. F. , States Cooperating in Data Gathering Be-
tween July 1966 and June 1967, for a comparison of states in each
sample group.
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to respondents were more formal, definitions were written.

The SDVE group, and to some extent the SDE group, and the respondent
group composed of state -level policy and advisory persons (State Board
of Education members, State-Level Vocational Education Advisory
Group members, and Legislators) produced similar response patterns.
In the same manner, the SDVE group and the respondent groups com-
posed of other educators (representatives from local schools, area
schools and higher education) are often dissimilar in their response
patterns. This might indicate that SDVE persons think and react dif-
ferently from other professional educators, and, in fact, are more
similar to the policy and advisory groups than to the educators in
thoughts about education, where the groups differ.

The above generalizations and results of other analyses of the data
evoke two areas for further generalization and speculation. It may be
that the "facts of life" in the state education complex are such that
state -level educators become oriented more as "politicians" than as
professional educators. Their reference groups may be other govern-
ment employees and agencies and their -wn policy and advisory groups.
State educatidn programs depend to a large degree for their success
and continuation upon approval by legislative bodies and advisory groups.
State governments expect- -and have every right to expect - -state edu-
cational administration to superintend carefully the ever - increasing
education funds. Furthermore, state legislative and policy bodies often
mandate changes for the state educational administrators to implement.
The ability to get educational things done at the state level may depend
upon the ability to influence fiscal officers, legislators, or state edu-
cational policy groups. It may not be so surprising, then, to find that
the responses of state educational administrators are most similar to
the state-level policy and advisory group responses.

It may also be that state education administrators experience conflicting
role expectations from at least two sidesthe expectation for regulation
from State bureaucrats, policy groups and legislators, and the expecta-
tion for strong, viable educational leadership and direction from pro-
fessional educators. Indeed, the problems attendant with being a pro-
fessional person employed in a governmental bureaucracy may offer
fertile grounds for future role and role conflict research. Education,
because of its predominantly state orientation may be a productive place
to initiate such research.



In analyzing the scatter plots of cluster scores the reader is cautioned
to note that the group sizes vary, and thus have different relative
weights and influence. The SDVE group (which has more extreme
scores than most other groups on most of the clusters) is one of the
largest of the respondent group and, therefore, influences the total
results more than smaller groups. Relationships which at first glance
appear to have strong linear relationships might "wash out" if a single
large group were removed. This is particularly true of the SDVE group
which, besides being one of the largest groups, also generally yields the
most extreme scores.

Correlation coefficients, on the other hand, indicate relationships between
variables using each individual's score regardless of group affiliation.
Each individual has the same potential weight in producing the correla-
tions.

Generalizations relatin to the research uestions mentioned in
t e ntro uc on sec on o s report

How is the SDVE viewed in respect to the dimensions of inspection-
regulation and leadership-change? What are the perceived (actual and
ideal) role(s) of the SDVE as expressed by respondents? What are the
relationships between the dimensions of (actual and ideal) leadership,
regulation, and involvement?

Responses to items and clusters of items from the Group Interview Guide
indicate that an SDVE is perceived as performing both leadership-change
and inspection-regulation role activites. Althoug:. there is general agree-
ment among the total respondent sample that the SDVE performs both
kinds of activities, there are pronounced differences between and among
respondent sub-groupings as to the emphasis placed on these activities.
In general, the SDVE perceives that it performs more of both leadership
and regulation activities than other respondent groupsexcept the State
Board of Education and Legislator groupsperceive that the SDVE is per-
forming. Respondents representing local schools, area schools, and
higher education generally indicate lower perceptions for the SDVE per-
formance of leadership and regulatory activities than do other groups.

Respondent perceptions of the ideal SDVE role suggest that respondents
see the ideal SDVE as performing leadership and regulation activities,
but at a higher level than it presently is perceived as performing them.
Respondents also indicate that they believe that the SDVE should involve
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groups and agencies to a greater extent in such activities as planning,
policy formulating, setting goals for vocational education, and others.
The SDVE itself perceives that it should be more actively engaging in
both regulatory and leadership activities, but the SDVE perceived need
for such changeas indicated by mean cluster difference scores - -is
less than most other respondent groups.

Leadership, regulation, and involvement are not seen by respondents as
discrete activities, but rather as continuous and interrelated variables.
This relationship is demonstrated by the correlation between and among
the dimensions of (actual and ideal) leadership, regulation, and involve-
ment. The amount of common variance, i.e. , overlap, between any two
dimensions of (actual or ideal) leadership, regulation, and involvement
is equal to the square of the correlation.between the dimensions. Such
relationships can be diagrammatically portrayed as follows:

Actual

Leader-
ship; X34%

egu-i

4,- ation

Ideal

"

Leader ,---,,
ship/ 235) Ns

, Regu-t
-<lation

In this relationship, the actual leadership activity and the actual regu-
latory activity overlap is about 34%, but ideally, these two activities
would be somewhat more discrete.

Considering the size of both sample groups (N=905, N=878) and the fact
that the same kinds of respondents were invited to participate in the
data-collection session within each sample, there were some striking
differences in responses between the groups. It might be that these
differences can be explained in one (or more) of the following ways:

1. Regional differences. For example, group (N=905) includes
2 Southern states; group (N=878) includes 9 Southern states.

2. State Size (population). E. g. , group (N=905) includes (of the
ten largest states) those ranked 5, 8, 9 in population size in
the 1960 census; group (N=878) includes states ranked 1, 2,
3 and 7,
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3. State size in relation to population density. Sample group
(N=905) includes six states with large area and small popu-
lation; sample group (N=878) includes states ranked 1, 2,
3 and 7.

4. Urban-rural differences. It is possible that one sample
group contained respondents that were more urban- or
rural-oriented than the other.

5. Slight change in the Group Interview Guide. Some modifications
of the Group Interview Guide changed a fev items, and added
or deleted an item or two from the clusters. In the last draft
of the Group Interview Guide the instructions to respondents
were more formal, definitions were written.

The SDVE group, and to some extent the SDE group, and the respondent
group composed 'of state -level policy and advisory persons (State Board
of Education members, State-Level Vocational Education Advisory
Group members, and Legislators) produced .similar response patterns.
In the same manner, the SDVE group and the respondent groups com-
posed of other educators (representatives from local schools, area
schools and higher education) are often dissimilar in their response
patterns. This might indicate that SDVE persons think and react differ-
ently from other professional educators, and, in fact, are more similar
to the policy and advisory groups than to the educators in thoughts about
education, where the groups differ.

The above generalizations and results of other analyses of the data evoke
two areas for further generalization and speculation. It may be that
the "facts of life" in .the state education complex are such that state -level
educators become oriented more as "politicians" than as professional
educators. Their reference groups may be other government employees
and agencies and their own policy and advisory groups. State education
programs depend to a large degree for their success and continuation
upon approval by legislative bodies and advisory groups. State govern-
ments expect--and have every right to expectstate educational admin-
istration to superintend carefully the ever-increasing education funds.
Furthermore, state legislative and policy bodies often mandate changes
for the state educational administrators to implement. The ability to get
educational things done at the state level may depend upon the ability to
influence fiscal officers, legislators, or state educational policy groups.
It may not be so surprising, then, tc find that the responses of state edu-
cational administrators are most similar to the state-level policy and
advisory group responses.
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It may also be that state education administrators experience conflicting
role expectations from at least two sidesthe expectation for regulation
from State administrators, policy groups and legislators, and the expec-
tation for strong, viable educational leadership and direction from pro-
fessional educators. Indeed, the problems attendant with being a pro-
fessional person employed in a governmental bureaucracy may offer
fertile grounds for future role and role conflict research. Education,
because of its predominantly state orientation may be a productive
place to initiate such research.

6. Conclusions

There was some apprehension before data gathering beganapprehen-
sion that suspicion, defensiveness or hesitancy on the part of the
states would seriously inhibit data collection for the Project.

The staff, of course, made every effort to avoid misunderstanding, to
avoid placing undo.: burden upon the respondents, to avoid revealing
any information which may have violated a confidence or which concei-
vably might be embarrassing.

Virtually without exception, those staff responsible for gathering data
were deeply impressed with the hospitable and cooperative reception
given by each of the 41 states involved in the process. Most impor-
tantly, the study resulted in widening some of the communication
channels.

The role of the SDVE, which in the past may have been primarily com-
pliance checking-inspection-regulation and secondarily change-leader-
ship, may now need to emphasize, and be expected to emphasize, the
change-leadership aspect and diminish the supervision-inspection-
regulation aspect.

The people with whom the SDVE interacts may or may not perceive the
SDVE in the same or similar ways. In like manner, these people may
hold differing perceptions of what the SDVE should be or should do.

Social changes are demanding that the SDVE maintain or develop strong
dynamic leadership and viable relationships with the local school dis-
tricts. Sweeping changes in our social and technological foundations
may cause perceptions of what the SDVE should do to change rapidly.
The SDVE, to perform its function most effectively, must be aware of
the way other people view it, of perceptions and expectations held for it.
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Research done within the concept of role and role analysis has pro-
vided growing awareness of the importance of role concept in edu-
cation. In general, role studies have indicated that when those con-
cerned differ in their perceptions of what a role is or should be,
conflicts and a decrease in effectiveness and efficiency may result.

Limitations

This sub-unit of the study was characterized by several limitations.
The study concentrated upon the SDVE and was not involved directly
with other aspects of education.

A. Limitations

1. Although there were respondents from various
areas in each state, many were from the state
capitol or nearby communities.

2. Some subgroup samples were small and had to
be combined, thus losing some potential ways
to analyze the data.

3. Data were limited by the scope of the instru-
mentation. There is no assurance that all of
the most sir: -:iificant aspects of the myriad of
actual and iut;a1 activities of the SDVE were in-
cluded on the instrument,.

4. The study followed ex post facto design. *

This is not meant as a condemnation of ex post facto research,
but rather to call the reader's attention to the araillat this
study did not follow the true experimental research design.
For a concise treatment of the strengths as well as limi-
tations of ex post facto research and the differences between
ex post facto and experimental research, see Fred N. Ker-
linger, Foundations of Behavioral Research, (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. , 9 pp. 359-373.
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5. There were problems in measuring such variables
as leadership and change; some indirect inferences
were made.

B. Some limitations were imposed by the scope of the study.

I. State constitutions, statutes, customs, and admin-
istrative regulations differ.

2. Organization for vocational education differs among
states.

3. Data collection covered ten months. Significant
changes may have occurred during that time.

4. Depth may have been sacrificed because of the
scope of the study.

5. This study sub-unit was a component of a more
comprehensive study and was conducted within
a framework designed to accommodate several
other sub-unit studies. *

7. Summary

The State Division of Vocational Education (SDVE) is responsible for
one segment of educationone which has been subject to strong
criticism. New emphasis on state education agencies has precipi-
tated a need for reassessment and strengthening of these agencies.
Is the SDVE role adjusting to the emerging needs of a rapidly changing
society? Is the emphasis of SDVE activity shifting from inspection
and regulation to leadership and change?

* Although listed as a limitation, this arrangement was useful.
Staff working on the other studies helped plan this study, collect
data, and consult on the analysis.



The purpose of this field study was to assess respondent percep-
tions of (1) what is, and (2) what should be the role of the SDVE in
the state-level administration of vocational-technical education.
This field study followed ex post facto research design and was ex-
ploratory in the sense that it :as an attempt to seek information
about existing situations and to probe relationships. One limita-
tion of such a field study is the sacrifice of depth for breadth. In-
deed, there were many more variables and relationships in the
study that might have been explored and tested than were actually
used.

Objectives

One task of this study was to design, field test, and eventually use
for data collection an instrument to obtain perceptions of "what is"
and "what should be" the role of the SDVE. Assumptions supported
in the literature provided a framework for the development of the
data collection instrument. The Group Interview Guide attached to
this report` was the result of the instrument development process.
A purposefully selected sample responded to the Group Interview
Guide in each state visited for the purpose of data collection. The
Group Interview Guide was not mailed to the sample, but respond-
ents were invited to attend a data-gathering meeting which included
several large group presentations as well as small group sessions
where a Project staff member administered the Group Interview

* See Appendix IV, M. A more complete report of the devel-
opment of the Group Interview Guide is contained in the
Final Report for Project Number 5-8466, Contract Number
0E-6-85-079: "Identification and Development of Instru-
ments for a Study of the Expectations and Perceptions of
the State Vocational-Technical Education Agencies and
Their Influence Upon Local Programs", United States De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of
Education, Bureau of Research, January, 1967.



Guide in person to the cample.*

The SDVE, as the focus of the study, was thought of as one organiza-
tion within the total state educational system, and as performing a
specific and definable function for that total system. This role or
function was explored in terms of perceptions of "what is" and "what
should be" held by persons from groups and agencies having contact
or reason to interact with the SDVE. The SDVE role was also studied
from the point of view of SDVE members themselves. Respondent
groups believed to be clients or part of a client system for the SDVE
were used as the sample in this study. In part, these groups were:
The State Division of Vocational Education (SDVE), The State Depart-
ment of Education-excluding the SDVE (SDE), Local Schools, (Loc.
Sch.), Area Schools ('fir. Sch.), Higher Education (Hi. Ed.), State
Board of Education (and Vocational Education) members (St. Bd.),
State Level Vocational Education Advisory Committed Members (Adv.
Gp.), Legislators (Leg.) and Other respondents representing bus-
iness, agriculture, etc. (OTHER). This client system is diagrammed
below.

Other Representatives
(OTHER)

I

IState Board of Education I.(St. Bd.)

Local Schools _
(Loc. Sch.)

go*. awn MINIM

State Dept. of Education
1 // (SDE)I /

1SDVEr
/I/ I

Area Schools (A. Sch. )V :

t
Legislators

(Leg.)

--Higher Education (Hi. Ed.)

\ State Level Vocational\ Advisory Groups (Adv. Gp)

* Some minor modi ications were made in the Group Interview Guide
after some data-collection visits. This necessitated dual reporting
of some data in the project report. This summary includes general
comments for all data. For specifics, the reader is advised to
refer to the total report.
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Hypotheses

Stated in general terms, the problem of this study was to analyze se-
lected respondents' perceptions of what "is" and of what "should be"
in terms of the SDVE role. This problem was studied in terms of inter-
group responses and consensus on selected items and groups of items
relating to (1) perceptions of the SDVE (a "does" dimension) and (2)
expectations for the SDVE (a "should" dimension). The SDVE role was
hypothesized as represented by a continuum from inspection-regulation
to leadership-change. Involvement of educators and other influential
groups and agencies by the SDVE was seen as one dimension of leader-
ship-change activities. The following questions were examined:

1. How is the SDVE viewed in respect to the dimensions of
inspection-regulation and leadership-change?

2. What are the perCeived actual and ideal role(s) of the
SDVE as expressed by respondents?

(a) What are the respondents' perceptions of the
actual SDVE role?

(b) What are the respondents' perceptions of the
ideal SDVE role?

(c) What are the similarities or differences be-
tween perceptions of the actual and ideal
SDVE role?

3. What are the relationships between the dimensions of leader-
ship-change, inspection-regulation, and involvement (actual
and ideal)?

Some general null hypotheses were developed for testing and analysis.

Hot There are no differences among response frequencies
of respondent groups in their responses to items repre-
senting the (actual and ideal) leadership, regulation, and
involvement dimensions of the SDVE role.

Ho2 Mean scores among respondent groups on the (actual and
ideal) leadership, regulation, and involvement clusters
do not differ.
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H03 There are no differences between response frequenck, ,

of a respondent group in responses to the actual and
ideal dimensions of the same item.

Ho4 Mean scores among respondent groups on leadership,
regulation, and involvement cluster difference scores
do not differ.

H05 There are no differences among response frequencies of
respondent groups in their responses t: items relating
to attitudes or opinions about questions and issues in
education.

Ho6 Mean scores obtained by respondent groups on an item
cluster score indicating attitude about vocational educa-
tion do not differ.

H07 Mean cluster scores among legislator, state board of
education, and state vocational education advisory
council groups (i.e., state level policy and advisory
groups) do not differ.

Ho8 Mean cluster scores of respondents representing local
schools, area schools, and higher education do not differ.

Ho9 Mean cluster scores of the SDVE group do not differ from
mean cluster scores of other educator groups as repre-
sented by respondents from local schools, area schools,
and higher education.

Ho10 Mean scores among the SDVE group, the state board of
education, legislator, and state vocational education
advisory council grou, a (state level policy and advisory
groups), do not differ.

Ho11 Mean scores among state level policy and advisory groups
(I.e., legislators, state board of education members, and
state vocational education advisory council members) and
respondents from respondent group "other" 4.e., represen-
tatives of business, labor, etc.) do not differ.

Method

Analyses utilizing both single items and clusters of items were per-
formed; the nonparametric chi-square test was used in analysis
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of single items, analyses of variance were used for analysis of
clusters of items, and Pearson Product Moment Correlations were
developed among scores to clusters of items.

Clusters of items which could be treated as units were designated
a priori and tested. As a result, seven basic item clusters con-
forming to major areas of interest in this study were developed. *

1. Present degree of SDVE leadership function (Actual)
2. Ideal degree of SDVE leadership function (Ideal)
3. Present degree of SDVE regulation function (Actual)
4. Ideal degree of SDVE regulation function (Ideal)
5. Attitude toward Vocational-Technical Education
6. Present degree of SDVE involvement function (Actual)
7. Ideal degree of SDVE involvement function (Ideal)

Using data from five states (N=226) a trial scoring key for each
cluster was developed and a total score for each respondent on each
cluster was found. The median interval in each cluster was deter-
mined from a frequency distribution and the cluster was dichotomized.
CM-square contingency tables were generated for each item. On the
basis of pilot analyses, the clusters were revised and the item scoring
ley was corrected for dichotomous scoring.+

Scores representing differences between similar clusters were
obtained by subtracting (for item sterns common to each cluster, but
different in terms of the does-should dimension) a respondent 's
"does" score from his "should" score on each item. These differences
were totaled and a constant, 1, was added to each score to circumvent
negative numbers.+

*Using the same procedure a "does" and "should" score for
each respondent was developed for items on Section IV of
the Group Interview Guide.

+A respondent's actual score was computed as * (1) / ( (1+ 0).

+Cluster difference scores were developed as
i (Should-Does /N + 1.
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Highlights

Cluster reliability coefficients were computed using the Kuder-Richard-
son Formula number 20. The majority of the reliability coefficients
fell between .95 and . 80.

Through analysis of variance, it was demonstrated that there were no
significant differences among responges of representatives of the
Adv. Gp. , Leg. and St. Bd. groups. These three categories were
combined for some analyses and referred to as a state -level advisory
and policy group (Adv.).

Analyses of variance using major respondent groupings diagrammed
above--including the combination group described in the previous
paragraph--indicated that there were significant differences (at or
beyond the .05 level of significance) among respondent group scores
obtained on the basic item clusters anet on the difference clusters.

Other analyses of variance demonstrated that there were no significant
differences among the responses of representatives of local schools,
area schools and higher education, suggesting that the level or loca-
tion or employment of such educators does not determine their responses
to clusters of items as described in this study. However, when SDVE
group was included in an analysis of variance along with the three
other educator groups mentioned above, significant F values were
obtained. These analyses, coupled with inspection of the group ire an
scores, suggest that the variance is between the SDVE and the other
educator groups, and not among the educator groups.

A thirteen by thirteen Pearson Product Moment Correlation Matrix of
cluster scores was generated. The relatively strong correlations
between actual and ideal leadership and regulation obtained in this
study may indicate that neither the leadership function nor the regula-
tion function is seen as something discrete, but that they overlap.

Actual
.----/
Leader-
ship

/
la-

\ don
N..

%here the area of overlap, i.e. ,

Regula-i
tion /

\--.........."
the common variance, is equivalent
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to the square of the correlation between the dimensions of leader-
ship and regulation, or about 34 percent (actual) and 23 percent
(ideal).

On the other hand, there are relatively weak relationships bwtween
actual involvement (general and personal) and ideal regulation.
This seems to indicate that those people who perceive that there is
involvement, or that they are involved, in SDVE activities indicate
that there should be minimum emphasis upon regulation.

Ideal \
Regula-
tion 1

Strong inverse relationships (ranging from -.83 to -. 64) were ob-
tained between actual leadership and leadership difference, between
actual involvement and involvement difference.

This would indicate that those groups with high actual leadership,
regulation and involvement scores obtained low leadership, regula-
tion and involvement difference scores. In general, low difference
Scores can be interpreted to =an satisfaction with the status quo
and not much perceived need for change. The SDVE group produced
generally higher scores than other groups except state-level policy and
advisory groups on (actual and ideal) leadership, regulation and involve-
ment, and generally lower scores than other groups on clusters repre-
senting the differences between the actual and ideal dimensions of these
same measures. Relative to other groups, representatives of local
schools, area schools and higher education generally obtained relative-
ly lower scores on actual leadership, regulation ancl involvement clus-
ters and higher scores on the difference clusters.

Chi-square tests using the major respondent groupings were performed
on single items from the Group Interview Guide. Significant chi-square
values (at or beyond the .05 level) were obtained on 215 of 279 items
tested. Response frequencies of the respondent groups differ or the
majority of items included on the Group Interview Guide.

Chi-square tests for differences in response frequencies of a single
group's "does" and "should" responses for the .same item stem indicated
that there were significant differences in these response
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at or beyond the .05 level of significance. Nonsignificant differences
were found on only 31 of the 208 chi-square tests. Each nonsignificant
chi-square value was obtained on an item classified as regulatory.
This would seem to indicate that although there is a perceived need
for more leadership activity, there is less change perceived for the
regulation function.

There was an observable trend for the consensus of responses on the
"should" items to be one or more places "higher" on the scale of
performance than the consensus of responses to the "does" items.

Almost always
Frequently
Occasionally
Seldom
Almost never

Does Should

60%

80%

There was also a consistent trend for items relating to perceptions
of "what isrdOes" items) to elicit lower consensus than "should" items.
Compare the percents of responses in the above diagram for an
example of this phenomenon. This trend was reflected in the standard
deviations of the cluster scores wherein the clusters relating to the
"actual" dimensions produced larger standard deviations than clus-
ters relating to the "ideal" dimensions. In the same manner, items
relating to leadership produced higher levels of consensus than items
relating to regulation. The following figure demonstrates these dif-
ferences in consensus for items from Sections II and VII of the Group
Intt.....-view Guide, selected for the leadership and regulation clusters.
The "does" and "should" percents are computed on all items, and not
by categories of leadership or regulation.

Percent Consensus
Kind of Item SDVE Total

Leadership 81 76
Regulation 71 65
"Does" 68 59
"Should" 85 82



8. Discussion of Results from Anal sis of Selected Items from
the Group nterview ui

In addition to analysis of clusters of items from the Group Interview
Guide as developed in the first phase of this study of perceptions, indiv-
idual items were selected for further scrutiny.

Significant differences (as tested by chi-square technique) were found
between the SDVE and other groups on several of the items. Percentage
comparisons and significant differences between groups are illustrated
on the following tables. Also, percentage comparisons between groups,
indicating a high percentage (90-100%) of agreement are shown.

Results of analysis of group responses to both the written instrument
and the individual interview provide valuable insights into the dynamics
of relationships between the SDVE and its "client" population.

Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement. Between State Divisions of
Vocational Education and Local School Personnel

Table lA summarizes ten (10) items from the Group Interview Guide on
which significant differences between the responses of these two groups
were found. These items elicited attitudes and perceptions about (1) the
status and/or place of vocational education in the public school curricu-
lum; (2) the appropriate role of vocational education in the high school
program; (3) the present quality, availability and scope of vocational
education; and (4) the role of lay citizens in decision-making for public
education. The greatest amount of disagreement was found in responses
to items 15, 19, 39, 2-A and 3-A.

On the other hand, agreement between these two groups was high con-
cerning the ideal role of the SDVE in promoting excellence in vocational
education and in a. sieving integration of vocational education into the
total education program. Table I-B summarizes those items from the
Group Interview Guide, indicating a high level of consens4. a (90 -100%
agreement) between the two groups.



TABLE I-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement in Response Categories between State
Divisions of Vocational Education and Local School Repre-
sentatives.

Items

Percentages in Each
Res onse Cate or

SA A U D SD NR
(3)High school vocational educa-

tion decreases the probability
of students' meeting college
entrance requirements

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 8 32 9 36 12

Local School Representatives* 13 40 7 30 7

(13)Vocational education is design-
ed primarily for students not
adapted for success in general
education

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 2 9 2 33 54

Local School Representatives** 3 16 4 38 39

(15)High schools are primarily con-
cerned with preparing students
for college

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education , 35 54 1 6 4 1

Local School Representatives** 27 45 1 20 7 0

(19)Vocational education needs
drastic change for improvement

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 9 37 11 38 3 2

Local School Representatives** 16 44 15 20 1 4

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A= Agree; U = Uncertain; D=
Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE I-A (continued)

Percentages £Each
Categor
D SD NR

Response
SA A U

(25 State- evel implementation of
recent Federal vocational acts
adequately meets the intent of
the legislation

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Local School Representatives**

(30) High school vor;'..Ional courses
are more explortAzory than voca-
tional in nature

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Local School Representatives**

(39)The increasing complexity of
education and the attendant
challenges for understanding
warrant less and less involve-
ment of lay citizens in deci-
sion-making

State Divisions of Vocation-

4

4
8

43
25

30
42

22
34

10
8

al Education 8 3

Local School Representatives** 20 6

(44)Existing Federal acts set voca-
tional education apart from
general education, creating an
undesirable dual system

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 5 19 15

Local School Representatives** 13 33 15

(2-A)High school guidance personnel
te.id to direct students toward
liberal arts college prepara-
tory courses

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 51 40 3

Local School Representatives** 28 47 4

23
28

45
34

56
47

47
34

2

13

24

11
5

1

2

0

4
6
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TABLE I-A (continued)

Items

Percentages
Response

in Each
Category

SD A U D SD NR
(3-A)Administrators and nonvoca-

tional teachers believe that
excellence is possible in
vocational education

State Division of Vocation-
al Education

Local School Representatives**
3
7

21
37

25
17

40
33

11
6

1
0

_ . .



TABLE I-B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (9074100% agreement) in Response Categories Be-
tween State Divisions of Vocational Education and ;201
School Representatives.

Item Response Category

Section I:

9. "The state agency (Division) for
vocational- technical education
should be an integral part of the
State Department of Education."

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

27. "There is need to devote greater
emphasis to designing new pro-
grams and revising old ones."

Agree

Agree

Agree

Section II:

21-S. "How frequently should the Divi-

almost always
sion promote unity and balance
between general and vocational
education?"

Section III:

1. "How important is it for the Di-
Of extreme
importance

)

vision to identify problems or
obstacles which hinder the
achievement of.goals?"
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Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Divisions
of Vocational Education and Area Vocational School and

and Community College Personnel

Five of the items from the Group Interview Guide showing significantly
different sets of responses from these two groups are summarized in
Table II-A. Divergence in attitudes and perceptions were expressed
concerning: (1) the appropriate level (secondary or post-secondary)
for instructional programs in vocational education; (2) the level of
quality of present programs in and teachers of vocational education;
(3) the inhibiting effects upon students of high school vocational edu-
cation upon meeting college entrance requirements; and (4) the role of
the SDVE in promoting vocational education.

As indicated in Table II-A, the opposing response patterns of each group
were similar for each item. On almost every item, approximately 50%
of the responses of the SDVE group fell into diametrically opposite re-
sponse categories to about 50% of the responses of the other group.

Table II-B summarizes the four items which indicated a high (90-100%)
level of agreement between the two groups. As with local school repre-
sentatives, area vocational school and community college personnel
tended to agree with the SDVE group concerning the ideal role of the
SDVE and that excellence is equally possible in both vocational and
general education. Both groups agreed that high school guidance per-
sonnel tend to direct students toward ltheral arts college preparatory
courses.



TABLE II-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Signi-
ficant Disagreement in Response Categories between State Di-
visions of Vocational Education and Area VocationalFM=
an-community College Representatives.

Items

(#) High school vocational educa-
tion decreases the probability
of students' meeting college
entrance requirements

ercen ages in Eac
Response

SA A

State Divisions of Vocational
Education 8 132

Area Schools and Community
College Representatives** 19 X37

(14)Certification requirements for
vocational teachers are out-
moded

U D SD NR

State Divisions of Vocational
Education

Area Schools and Community
College Representatives** 19

7 133

(19)Vocational education needs
drastic change for improvement

State Divisions of Vocational
Education 9

Area Schools and Community
College Representatives** 23

(1-A)Students should be encouraged
to emphasize general education
through grade 12, reserving vo-
cational training for grades
13 and later.

State Divisions of Vocational
Education 4

Area Schools and Community
College Representatives** 17

33

37

37

9

17

15

15

11

8

5

10

36

25

34

26

38

26

30

31

12 2

7 3

2

52 1

24 0

Ega: SA =TETEEgly Agree; A = ikgree, U = uncer ain; D =
Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.

* = .05 Level of Significance; ** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE II-A (continued)

Items

Percentages-In
Response

Eacri
Cmte.gor

SA A U D SD NR
5-A The Division exerts adequate

efforts to make the vocational
field appealing

State Divisions of Vocational
Education

Area School. and Community
College Representatives*

9

6

40

23

12

16

30

50

2

1

9

4



TABLE II -B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (9076 r-10076 agreement) in Response Categories
Between State Divisions of Vocational Education and Area
Schools. Community and Junior Colleges.

Items Response Category

Section I:

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

Agree

Section II:

2-S: "How frequently should the Divi-
Frequently to
almost always

Frequently to
almost always

sion work cooperately with
teacher education institutions?"

21-S. "How frequently should the Divi-
sion promote unity and balance
between general and vocational
education?"

Addendum:

2-A: "High school guidance personnel
tend to direct students toward
liberal arts college preparatory
courses."

Agree



Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Divisions
of Vocational Education and Higher Education Representatives

Table III-A summarizes the responses to nine (9) items from the Group
Interview Guide which indicated significant disagreement between the two
groups. Unlike the other groups of educators (local school, area voca-
tional schools, and community college), over twice as many represen-
tatives of higher education indicated that they perceived appreciable dis-
crimination in vocational education based upon sex, age, and race than
did the SDVE group.

The representatives of Higher Education responded in a similar pattern
to that of the other educational groups concerning the (1) quality and
scope of vocational education and (2) the tendency of setting vocational
education apart from general education.

Both groups indicated a high level of consensus in their responses to
six items from the Group Interview Guide as summarized on Table III-B.



TABLE III-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement in Response Categories Between State
Divisions of Vocational Education and Representatives of
Higher Education.

Items
Percentages in Each
Resonse Cateor

SA A U D SD NR
(25) State-level implementation of

recent Federal vocational acts
adequately meets the intent of
the legislation

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 4 43 22 23 7

Representatives of Higher
Education 20 24 41 11 2

.
.

(40-a)There is appreciable dis-
crimination in vocational
education based upon sex

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 6 31 8 41 13

Representatives of Higher
Education 8 46 8 30 5

(40-b)There is appreciable discrim-
ination in vocational educa-
tion based upon age

I

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 2 20 10 50 17

Representatives of Higher
Education** 4 31 13 44 5

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE III-A (continued)

Items

(40 -d)There is appreciable discrim-.
ination in vocational educa-
tion based upon race.

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Representatives of Higher
Education**

(44) Existing Federal acts set
vocational education apart
from general education,
creating an undesirable
dual system

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Representatives of Higher
Education*

(48) The public should not fear
Federal control of education

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Representatives of Higher
Education*

(1-A) Students should be encouraged
to emphasize general educa-
tion through grade 12, reserv-
ing vocational training for
grades 13 and later

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education
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Percentages in Each
Response Categor

SA A U D SD NR

1

5

8

16

29

9 5 46 37

15 14 39 23

19

36

15 47

12 33

11

10

2

2

2

2

29 11 28 14 1

34 10 17 9 1

30 52



TABLE III-A (continued)

Items
Percentages in Each
Respopse Categor

S A A I U D SD NR
Representatives of Higher

Education**

(5-A) The Division exerts adequate
efforts to make the vocation-
al field appealing

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Representatives of Higher
Education**

7

9

1

24

40

29

7

12

19

40

30

37

21

2

0

9

--,

Percentages in Each
it poopse

Item F 0 S AN NR
(21 -D) How frequently does the

Division promote unity and
balance between general and
vocational education?

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 15 34 30 14 4 3

Representatives of Higher
Education 9 21 39 14 8 8

Legend: AA = Almost Always; F = Frequently; 0 = Occasion-
ally; S = Seldom; AN = Almost Never; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance



TABLE III -B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (90%-100% agreement) in Response Categories Between
State Divisions of Vocational Education and Higher Education
Representatives.

Items response Category

Section I:

9. "The state agency (Division) for
vocational-technical education
should be an integral part of
the State Department of Education."

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

Agree

Agree

Section II:

2-S. "How frequently should the Division Frequently to
almost always

Frequently to
almost always

work cooperatively with teacher
education institutions?"

21-S. "How frequently should the Division
promote unity and balance between
general and vocational education?"

Section III:

1. "How imortant is it for the Di- Of extreme
importancevision to identify problems or

obstacles which hinder the achieve-
ment of goals?"

Addendum:

2-A. "High school guidance personnel
tend to direct students toward
liberal arts college preparatory
courses."

Agree
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Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Divisions
of Vocational Education and Representatives of Chambers of

Commerce, Management, Labor and Agriculture

Table IV-A summarizes the responses to five items which significantly
differentiated between the two groups. The lay groups tended to be
more uncertain in their responses, especially to items 25, 44 and 2-A,
than did the SDVE personnel.

There were only two items from the Group Interview Guide which
indicated a high level of consensus between the two groups.



TABLE IV-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement in Response Categories Between the
State Divisions of Vocational Education and Representatives
of the Chamber of Commerce, Management, Labor and Agriculture
(Lay Persons ).

Items
-er age= in ac
Response Cateory

SA A U D SD NR
(3) High school vocational

education decreases the
probability of students'
meeting college entrance
requirements

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Lay Persons**

(25) State-level implementation of
recent Federal vocational acts
adequately meets the intent of
the legislation

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

Lay Persons**

(44) Existing Federal acts set
vocational education apart
from general education,
creating an undesirable dual
system

8
7

4
0

32
50

43
22

9

10

22

43

36
25

23

29

12
3

7 3

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE IV-A (continued)

Items
Percentages in Each
Response Cateor

SA A 0 D rpm
11

(44) State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 5 19 15 47

Lay Persons** 3 26 28 31 0

(1-A) Students should be encouraged
to emphasize general education
through grade 12, reserving
vocational training for grades
13 and later

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 4 9 5 30 52

Lay Persons** 12 X18 7 42 21

(5-A) The Division exerts adequate
efforts to make the vocation-
al field appealing

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 9 40 12 30 2 9

Lay Persons** 2 23 30 30 4 12



TABLE IV-B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (9096-100% agreement) in Response Categories Between
State Divisions of Vocational Education and Chambers of Com-
merce, Management, Labor, and Agriculture.

Items Response Category

Section I:

20: "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both
general and vocational edu-
cation."

Agree

Section III:

1: "How imortant is it for the
Of Extreme
Importance

Division to identify problems
or obs1;acles which hinder the
achievement of goals?"



Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Divisions of
Vocational Education and State Departments of Education

(excluding SDVE)

Thirteen (13) items fr4)m the Group Interview Guide significantly dif-
ferentiated between these two groups. The proportion of disagreement
in responses was in the magnitude of two to one for almost all items.
Table V-A summarizes the responses to these items by the SDVE and
SDE groups. Among all the groups with which the responses of the
SDVE group were compared, comparison of responses between the
SDVE and SDE yielded the greatest number of significantly differen-
tiating items.

Table V-B summarizes the three items which indicated a high level
of consensus between the two groups.



TABLE V -A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement in Response Categories Between State
Divisions of Vocational Education and State Departments of
Education (excl. SDVE).

Items
Percentages in Each
Response Category

SA A U D SD NR
(3) High school vocational

education decreases the
probability of students'
meeting college entrance
requirements

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 8 32 9 36 12

State Departments of
Education** 13 43 11 22 5

(33) Vocational education is
designed primarily for stu-
dents not adapted for success
in general education

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education 9 33 54

State Departments of
Education** 20 46 27

(15) High schools are primarily
concerned with preparing
students for college

State Divisions of Vocation
al Education ti35 54 1 6

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance
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U = Uncertain;

= No Response



TABLE V-A (continued)

Items

(15) State Departments o
Education**

(30) High school vocational
courses are more exploratory
than vocational in nature

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

State Departments of
Education**

(36) Admission requirements for
vocational programs exclude
many who need the training

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

State Departments of
Education**

IV:kJ a)Thore L.is appreciable discrim-
ination in vocational educa-
tion based upon sex

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

State Departments of
Education**

(40-b)There is appreciable discrim-
ination in vocational educa-
tion based upon age

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education
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Percentages in Each
Response Cateory

SD NRSA A U

17 62 14 5 1

4 30 10 45 3

55 12 16

29 14 44 1

36 26 27 3

6 3]. 8 41 13 1

12 48 8 19 8

20 10 0 17



TABLE V-A (continued)

Items

MMINNIOmm/
(40-b) State Departments of

Education**

(40-d)There is appreciable discrim-
ination in vocational educa-
tion based upon race

1

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

State Departments of
Education*

(44) Existing Federal acts set
vocational education apart
from general education,
creating an undesirable dual
system

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

State Departments of
Education**

(1-A) Students should be encouraged
to emphasize general education
through grade 12, receiving
vocational training for grades
13 and later

State Divisions of Vocation-
al Education

State Departments of
Education**

Percentages in Each
Response Catvory

SA

4

5

22

4

13

A

34

U

17

D

28

SD

11

NR

9 5 46 37 2

14 12 40 25 5

19 15 47 11

45 7 23 2

9

13

30

46

52

21
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TABLE V-A (continued)

Items
Percentages in Each
Response CategorysAAuns

(2-A) High school guidance person-
nel tend to direct students
toward liberal arts college
preparatory courses

State Divisions of Vo-
cational Education

State Departments of
Education**

(3-A) Administrators and non-
vocational teachers believe
that excellence is possible
in vocational education

State Divisions of Vo-
cational Education

State Departments of
Education*

AA111M110114,P

51 40 3 2

21 .39 4 22'

4

21 25

36 22 35

11

13

Items

(21-D) How frequently does the
Division promote unity and
balance between general and
vocational education?

State Divisions of Vo-
cational Education

State Departments of
Education**

Percentages in Each
Response Cateaory

AA F

15 34

5 21

0 AN Np

30

35

14

21

4 3

5 13

Legend: AA = Almost Always; F = Frequently; 0 = Occasion-
ally; S = Seldom; AN = Almost Never; NR = No Response
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE V-B

Items from Group interview Guide Indicating High Level.of
Consensus (9096-100% agreement) in Response Categories Between
State Divisions of Vocational Education and State Departments

Items Meeponse Category

Section I:

9. "The state agency (Division) for
vocational-technical education
should be an integral part of
the State Department of Education."

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

Agree

Agree

Section II:

21-S. "How frequently dhould the
Frequently to
almost always

Division promote unity and balance
between general and vocational
education?"



Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Divisions
of Vocational Education and State Employment Security

and Civil Service Personnel

A significantly greater proportion of State Employment Security and
Civil Service personnel than the SDVE group felt that (1) high school
courses are more exploratory than vocational in nature and (2) ad-
mission requirements for vocational programs exclude many who need
the training. The groups also disagreed whether high school guidance
personnel tend to direct students toward liberal arts college prepar-
atory courses, with the employment-personnel group indicating sig-
nificantly greater disagreement with the item (2-A) than did the SDVE
group. Table VI-A summarizes these findings.

Table VI-B lists the three items from the Group Interview Guide which
indicated a high level of consensus. It should be noted that responses
from all groups compared in this study indicated consensus of these
three items.



TABLE VI-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement in Response Categories Between State
Divisions of Vocational Education and Employment Security
and Civil Service Personnel.

Items
Percentages in Each
Response Cateoor

SA A U D SD NR
(30) High school vocational

courses are more exploratory
than vocational in nature

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 4 30 10 45 8 3

Employmerit Security and
Civil Service** 4 54 25 8

(36) Admission requirements for
vocational programs exclude
many who need the training

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 7 29 14 44 6 1

Employment Security and
Civil Service 13 38 29 21

(2 -A) High school guidance per-.
sonnel tend to direct
students toward liberal arts
college preparatory courses

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 51

i
40

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* =..05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE VI-A (continued)

Items

11:1) Employment Service and
Civil Service*

Percentages in Eac
Response ;ateaor

SA A U D SD

12 59 6 12 6

Item
Percentages
Response

in

ategory
S

Each

AN NRAA F 0
2 S) How frequently should the

67

33

30

29

1

13

0 0

0

2

21

Division work cooperatively
with teacher education in-
stitutions?

State Divisions of
Vocational Education

Employment Security and
Civil S=rvice**

Legends AA = Almost Always; F = Frequently; 0 = Occasion-
ally; S = Seldom; AN = A/most Never; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance
** = .01 Level of Significance



TABLE VI-B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (90%-10096 agreement) in Response Categories Between
State Divisions of Vocational Education and Employment Secur-
ity-Civil Service

Item Response Category

Section I:

27. "There is need to devote greater
emphasis to designing new programs
and revising old ones."

Agree

Section III:

1. "How imortant is it for the Di-
Of extreme
importance

Of extreme
importance

vision to identify problems or
obstacles which hinder the achieve&
ment of goals?"

3. "How important is it for the
Division to promote unity and
balance between general and vo-
cational education within the
state?"
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Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Divisions of
Vocational Education and Lay Policy-Making Groups (State Boards

of Education, State Legislators, and State
Advisory Council Members)

Tables VII-A and VII-B, VIII-Aand VIII -B, and IX-A and IX-B summar-
ize the responses to these groups to items from the Group Interview
Guide which indicated either significant disagreement or a high level
of agreement. State legislators and State Advisory Council members
appeared to be more uncertain about their perceptions than did either
State Board of Education members or State Division personnel. Due
to the small sample of respondents in each of these policy-making
groups, the findings must be viewed as exceedingly tentative.

All three groups indicated a high level of agreement with the SDVE on
items 9 and 20, and two groups, in addition, agreed with the SDVE on
items 21-S and III-1.



ft.

Selected Items from the
nificant Differences in
Divisions of Vocational

TABLE VII-A

Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
Response Categories Between State
Education and State Boards of Edu-

cation.

Percentages in Each
Items R-spo se patepory

SA A lUj D SD NR
(30) High school vocational courses

are more exploratory than vo-
cational in nature

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 4 30 10 45 8 3

State Boards of
Education** 5 58 19 16

(35) Local districts should have
the major responsibility for
the nature and extent of
local vocational programs

State Divisions of
Vocational Education

,
21 51 10 16

State Boards of
Education* 12 41 12 24 12 0

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance



TABLE VII -B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (9096-100% agreement) in Response Categories Between
State Divisions of Vocational Education and State Boards of
Education.

Item Response Category

Section I:

9. "The state agency (Division) for
vocational-technical education
should be an integral part of
the State Department of Educa-
tion."

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

Agree

.

Agree

Section II:

2-S. "How frequently should the Div- Frequently to

almost always

Frequently to
almost always

ision work cooperatively with
teacher education institutions ?"

21-S. "How frequently should the Divi-
sion promote unity and balance
between general and vocational
education?"

Section III:

1. "How imortant is it for the Div-

Of extreme
importance

ision to identify problems or
obstacles which hinder the
achievement of goals?"
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TABLE VIII-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement on Response Categories Between State
Divisions of Vocational Education and State Legislators.

Items
Percentages
Response

in

Categorx
AlUI D

Each

SDI NR
F

SA
(44) Existing Federal acts set

vocational education apart
from general education,
creating an undesirable dual
system

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 5 19 15 47 11 2

State Legislators** 10 0 60 20 10 0

(48) The public should not fear
Federal control of education

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 16 29 11 28 14 1

State Legislators** 0 0 X20 20 60 0

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance



TABLE VIII-B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (9096-100% agreement) in Reopens. Categories Between
State Divisions of Vocational Education and State Legislators.

Item Response Category

Section I:

9. "The state agency (Division) for
vocational technical education
should be an integral part of
the State Department of Educa-
tion."

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

Agree

Agree
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TABLE IX-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement in Response Categories Between State
Divisions of Vocational Education and State Advisory Councils.

Percentages in Each
Items Response Cate_ gory

SA A U D SD f NR
(25) State-level implementation

of recent Federal vocational
acts adequately meets the
intent of the legislation

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 4 43 22 23

State Advisory Councils** 2 31 35 27

(30) Sigh school vocational
courses are more exploratory
than vocational in nature

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 4 30 10 45

State Advisory Councils** 4 49 14 30

(44) Existing Federal acts set
vocational education apart
from general education,
creating an undesirable dual
system

State Divisions of
Vocational Education 5 19 15 47 11

State Advisory Councils** 8 35 20 31 5

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance
** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE IX-B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (906-1006 agreement) in Response Categories Between
State Divisions of Vocational Education and State Vocational
Advisory Council.

Item Response Category

Section I:

9. "The state agency (Division) for
vocational-technical education
should be an integral part of the
State Department of Education."

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

27. "There is need to devote greater
emphasis to designing new programs
and revising old ones."

Agree

Agree

Agree

Section II:

21-S. 'How frequently should the Div-
Frequently toision promote unity and balance

between general and vocational
education?"

Section III:

1. "Haw important is it for the Div-
ision to identify problems or
obstacles which hinder the a-
chievement of goals?"

_ ____
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Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Directors
of Vocational Education and Chief State School Officers

The greatest amount of disagreement between these two groups is in
their responses to items 44 and 21-D which dealt with the shism between
vocational and general education. Table X-A summarizes the four
items from the Group Interview Guide which significantly differentiated
the two groups.

Bath groups had a high level of consensus on four items as presented in
Table X-B.



TABLE X-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Sig-
nificant Disagreement in Response Categories Between State
Directors of Vocational Education and Chief State School
Officers.

.........11.

Items
Percentages in Each
Resonse Cateory

SA A U D SD NR
(15) High schools are primarily

28

8

0

22

62

68

0

39

0

3

0

11

0

18

64

28

10

3

36

concerned with preparing
students for college

State Directors of
Vocational Education

Chief State School
Officers*

(44) Existing Federal acts set
vocational education apart
from general education,
creating an undesirable
dual system

State Directors of
Vocational Education

Chief State School
Officers**

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE X-A (continued)

Percentages in Each
Items Response CategoryAAFOS AN

(II 2-D) How frequently does the
Division work cooperative-
ly with teacher education
institutions?

State Directors of
Vocational Education 31 62 3 3 0 0

Chief State School
Officers* 18 38 33 3 0 10

(II21-D) How frequently does the
Division promote unity
and balance between
general and vocational
education?

State Directors of
Vocational Education 21 55 24 0 0 0

Chief State School
Officers** 5 13 38 25 8 13

Legend: AA = Almost Always; F = Frequently; 0 = Occasionally;
S = Seldom; AN = Almost Never; NR = No Response.
'* = .05 Level of Significance
** = .01 Level of Significance



TABLE X-8

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (90%-100% agreement) in Response Categories Be-
tween State Directors of Vocational Education and Chief
State School Officers.

Items Response Categor

Section I:

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both general
and vocational education."

Agree

Section II:

2-S: "How frequently should the Di-
Frequently to
almost always

Frequently to
almost always

vision work cooperately with
teacher education institutions?"

21-S. "How frequently should the Di-
vision promote unity and balance
between general and vocational
education?"

Section III:

1. "How im.ortant is it for the Di-
Of extreme
importance

vision to identify problems or
obstacles which hinder the
achievement of goals?"



Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between State Directors
of Vocational Education and State Divisions of Vocational

Education (excluding the Directors)

Significant disagreement was found within the state agencies for voca-
tional education on two items: 6 and 21-D as shown on Table XI-A.
In both cases, the State Directors perceived the Division's activities
more positively than did the Division staff members themselves.

A high level of agreement between the two groups was found on five
items as summarized on Tables XI-B. It should be noted that these
five items also elicited agreement from most of the other groups
studied.
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TABLE XI-A

Selected Items from Group Interview Guide Showing Signifi-
cant Disagreement in Response Categories Between State
Directors of Vocational Education and State Divisions of
Vocational Education, (excluding State Directors).

INNIIIMPI11/

Items
Percentages in Each
Res onse Cate or

SA A U D SD NR
( ) Procedures for local districts

to secure state vocational
funds are efficient and un-
complicated

State Directors of
Vocational Education

State Divisions of
Vocational Education
(excl. Directors)*

7

3

48

27

7

15

34

40 12

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance
** = .01 Level of Significance



TABLE XI-A (continued)

Items
Percentages
Resncnse

in Each
Category

AA F 0 S AN NR
(II21-D) How frequently does the

21

14

55

32

24

30 15 5 3

Division promote unity
and balance between
general and vocational
education?

State Directors of
Vocational Education

State Divisions of
Vocational Education

...lexcl. Directorsl!...

Legend: AA = Almost Always; F = Frequently; 0 = Occasionally;
S = Seldom, AN = Almost Never; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance

** = .01 Level of Significance



TABLE XI-B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (90*-10076 agreement) in Response Categories Be-
Tween State Divisions of Vocational Education and State
Directors of Vocational Education.

Items Response Category

Section I:

27: "There is need to devote greater
emphasis to designing new program
and revising old ones."

Agree

Section II:

2-S. "How frequently should the Di-
Frequently to
almost always

Frequently to
almost always

vision work with
teacher education institutions?"

21-S. "How frequently should the Di-
vision promote unity and balance
between general and vocational
education?"

Section III:

1. "How important is it for the
Division to identify problems
or obstacles which hinder the
achievement of goals?"

Of extreme
importance

, ddendum:

2 -A. "High school guidance personnel
tend to direct students toward
liberal arts college preparatory
courses."

Agree
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Patterns of Agreement and Disagreement Between Vocational
Educators and Non-Vocational Educators

Significant differences in the restonses of these two groups were found
for seven items from the Group inteririew Guide. Their greatest dis-
agreement concerned the status (or place) and role of vocational edu-
cation in the secondary program. Table Xli -A summarizes the re-
sponses of each group to the seven items.

A high level of consensus between the two groups was found on three
items as shown on Table XII-B .



TABLE XII-A

Selected Items from the Group Interview Guide Showing Signif-
icant Disagreement in Response Categories Between Vocational
layamallayallovocational Educatosu

Items
Percentages in
-esponse Category

Each

SA A U D SD NR
(13) Vocational education is

designed primarily for stu-
dents not adapted for success
in general education

All Vocational Educators 2 10 3 33 51
All Nonvocational

Educators** 2 21 4 42 31

(15) High schools are primarily
concerned with preparing
students for college

All Vocational Educators 37 49 2 8
All Nonvocational

Educators** 21 52 2 19

(30) High school vocational
courses are more exploratory
than vocational in nature

All Vocational Educators 7 31 10 42
All Nonvocational

Educators** 7 51 14 21

Legend: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Uncertain;
D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; NR = No Response.
* = .05 Level of Significance
** = .01 Level of Significance
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TABLE XII-A (continued)

Percentages in Each
Res onset ate or

.4_,A A U D SD
(40-A)There is appreciable dis-

crimination in vocational
education based upon sex

All Vocational Educators
All Nonvocational

Educators**

(44) Existing Federal acts set
vocational education apart
from general education,
creating an undesirable
dual system

All Vocational Educators
All Nonvocational

Educators**

(1-A) Students should be encour-
aged to emphasize general
education through grade 12,
reserving vocational train-
ing for grades 13 and later

All Vocational Educators
All Nonvocational

Educators**

(2-A) High school guidance person-
nel tend to direct students
toward liberal arts college
preparatory courses

All Vocational Educators
All Nonvocational

Educators**

6

12

8

15

5

10

52

21
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NR

35 9

48 8

24

44

11

16

38

146

13

12

6

5

3

4

36

25

43

24

35

44

3

18

12

6

11

3

43

25



TABLE XII-B

Items from Group Interview Guide Indicating High Level of
Consensus (9094r10096 agreement) in Response Categories Be-
tween Nonvocational Educators and Vocational Educators.

Items Response Category

Section I:

9. "The state agency (Division
for vocational-technical educa-
tion should be an integral part
of the State Department of
Education."

20. "Achievement of excellence is
equally possible in both gen-
eral and vocational education."

Agree

Agree

Section II:

21-S. "How frequently should the
Frequently toDivision promote unity and

balance between general and
vocational education."



D. Report of ftm Study Based J i Individuali&d Interviews

Introduction and Method

This phase of the perceptions study attempted, by means of individual
interviews, to probe existing patterns of relationship between State
Division of Vocational Education personnel and those groups with whom
they are closely associated.

A total number of 432 individual interviews were held in 38 states and
Puerto Rico. In each state, interviews were held with representatives
of the following groups: (1) State Division of Vocational Education,
(2) State Department of Education, (3) secondary schools, area schools
and higher education, (4) lay policy-maldng groups, and (5) other state
agencies. (See Appendix IV, N. for ist of Individual Interview Respon-
dent Categories. )

The interviews followed a standard format designed to elicit free re-
sponses to questions in four major areas: the public image of the
State Division of Vocational Education; the Staff of the SDVE; relation-
ships of the SDVE with other agencies; and the quality, availability, and
scope of vocational-technical education programs. (See Appendix IV, 0
for ' copy of the Individual Itnterview Guide. )

A content analysis was mrie for eazii interview, utilizing a standard
worksheet. (See Appendix IV, P), Time did not permit a complete
interpretation of the results of these analyses. Only those items which
could be assigned a quantitative score were used. A great deal of qual-
itative data could not be analyzed for this report due to the pressures
of time.

Due to the relatively few interviews in each of the five categories sel-
ected for comparison, no statistical tests of significant differences be-
tween groups were attempted.

Results

The graphs o'a the following pages present highlights of the results of
analysis of the individual interviews. It is important to keep in mind
that these findings must be considered tentative due to the limited size
of sample.
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Figure II.

Perceived Level of State Division
of Vocational Education Staff Competence

Groups: 1. SDVE
2. CSSO
3. Other Educators
4. Lay Policy Makers
5. Other State Agency Personnel

Legend: 111:Generally EN:Generally :Generally
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Figure IV.

Perceived Philosophy of
the State Division of Vocational Education

1 2 3

Groups: 1. SDVE
2. CSSO
3. Other Educators
4. Lay Policy Makers
5. Other State Agency Personnel
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Figure V.

Perceived State Division of Vocational
Education Relationships with Local Schools

1 2

Groups: 1. SDVE
2. CSSO
3. Other Educators
4. Lay Policy Makers
5. Other State Agency Personnel

Legend: III:Strong; 0:Average;
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Figure VI.

Perceived State Division of Vocational
Education Relationships with the State Finance Office
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Figure VII.

Perceived State Division of Vocational
Education Relationships with Other (than SDVE) State Agencies
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Groups: 1. SDVE
2. CSSO
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5. Other State Agency Personnel

Legend: :Strong; 12 :Average; :Weak
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Figure VIII.

Perceived State Division of Vocational Education
Relationships with the State Department of Education
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Groups: 1. SDVE
2. CSSO
3. Other Educators
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5. Other State Agency Personnel

Legend: :Good; [SS:Average; :Poor
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Figure IX.

Perceived State Division of Vocational'
Education Relationships with Federal Agencies

1 2 3

Groups: 1. SDVE
2. CSSO
3. Other Educators
4. Lay Policy Makers
5. Other State Agency Personnel

Legend: :Good; 0:Average; :Poor
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Figure XI.

Perceived Extent of Use of Media by
State Division of Vocational Education

(Extent of SDVE Relations with the Public)

Groups: 1.
2.

3.

4.
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CSSO
Other Educators
Lay Policy Makers
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Figure XII

Perceived Quality of
Vocational-Technical Programs

I

Groups: 1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

Legend:

SDVE
CSSO
Other Educators
Lay Policy Makers
Other State Agency Personnel

:Good; EU:Average;

- 191 -

: Poor



100%

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

Figure XIII.

Perceived Level of Availability
of Vocational-Technical Programs
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Figure XIV.

Perceived Scope of
Vocational-Technical Programs
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The results of the analysis of the individual interviews can also be re-
ported in terms of degree of consensus of the total sample on each of
the 14 items presented in the above graphs. Utilizing the definitions
of consensus applied to responses to items from the Group Interview
Guide, i.e. ,

90 - log agreement = high L,:nsensus
80 - 89%0 agreement = high medium consensus
70 - 79% agreement = medium consensus
60 - 69% agreement = low consensus

Below 60% agreement = lack of consensus

the results are reported below:

1. Perceived Quality of SDVE Public Image

54.7% of the total sample perceived that the Public Image of the
SDVE was positive.

Lack of Consensus

2. Perceived level of SDVE Staff Competence

77.9 of the total sample perceived alit level of staff competence.
Medium Consensus

3. Perceived Level of SDVE Salaries

58.4% of the sample considered SDVE salaries low in relation to
comparable agencies.

Lack of Consensus

4. Perceived Philosophy of SDVE

71.5% of the total sample perceived that the philosophy of the SDVE
encouraged innovation.

Medium Consensus

5. Perceived SDVE Relationships with Local Schools

69% of the total sample considered SDVE relationships with local
schools to be strong.

Low Consensus
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6. Perceived SDVE Relationships with the State Finance Officer

50.4% of the total number of interviewees considered SDVE relations
with the State Finance Officer to be strong .

Lack of Consensus

7. Perceived SDVE Relationships with Other (than SDE) State Agencies

70.2% of the total sample reported strong relationships between the
SDVE and other State agencies .

Medium Consensus

8. Perceived SDVE Relationships with the SDE

64.7% of all respondents considered the relationships between the
SDVE and the SDE to be Iraq

Low Consensus

9. Perceived SDVE Relationships with Federal agencies

71.4% of the total sample reported good relationships between the
SDVE and Federal agencies .

Medium Consensus

10. Perceived Quality of the Use of Public Media by the SDVE

Only 30.7% considered use of media lood; 24.8% considered use of
media average; and 44.5% considered- of media poor.

ELM of Consensus

11. Perceived Extent of Use of Media by SDVE

47% of the sample of respondents felt that little or no use of media
was made by the SDVE .

Lack of Consensus

12. Perceived Quality of Vocational-Technical Programs

58.5% of all interviewees considered the quality of vocational-tech-
nical programs to be good.
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13. Perceived Availability of Vocational-Technical Programs

30.6% of the respondents perceived that the programs were avail-
able to most persons; 48. 3% perceived availability to some; and
21.1% felt the programs were unavailable to many.

Lack of Consensus

14. Perceived Scope of Vocational-Technical Programs

28.7% perceived a wide variety of established and new developing
occupations; 43. 6% perceived some new developing occupations;
and 27.7% perceived programs tending to be traditional.

Lack of Consensus

Hence, among the 14 items analyzed for level of consensus, only in 5
items was some degree of agreement found among all interviewees.

Discussion of Results of Individual Interviews

From inspection of the graphs and the description of consensus among
groups, it would appear that perceptions vary considerably concerning
the effectiveness of the state agency for vocational-technical education
in relating to other agencies and in developing quality programs in vo-
cational- technical education, available to all, and broad in scope.

There is general feeling among all groups that vocational-technical
education must be math available to more youth and adults. Moreover,
there appears to be sentiment for developing new occupational training
opportunities--that too many of the existing programs tend to be tra-
ditional.

Respondents tended to perceive the need for more involvement of the
public in planning and other SDVE activities.

Among the five groups studied (SDVE, SDE, other educators, lay
policy makers, and other state agency personnel), the group most crit-
ical of SDVE operations and vocational-technical education programs
was that composed of educators outside the state agencies for edu-
cation.

In comparing the response patterns of SDVE respondents with those of
the respondents representing the office of the chief state school officer,
it would appear that the SDVE group is less confident about the Job it
is doing than is the group to which it is immediately responsible.
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V. ANALYSIS OF SELECTED PROFESSIONAL STAFF POSITIONS IN
STATE DIVISIONS OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

A. Introduction

Allen Lee developed the radonale and design of the Y.udy in conformance
with the overall goals of the Nationwide Study of Administration of Voca-
tional-Technical Education at the State Level. Mrs. Patricia Lantz,
assisted by John Horn, was responsible for conducting the study and
analyzing the results.

The purpose of this study was to make a preliminary or pilot investiga-
tion of techniques and procedures for analyzing staff activities in state
divisions of vocational-technical education.

Background for the Study

It was recognized at the outset that any study of administration should
take into consideration the personnel of the agency under study. It is
an axiom that the effectiveness of an organization is closely related to
the assignment of staff and the resulting task performed.

On the basis of the limited evidence available from other studies and
reports, a reasonable assumption seemed to be that in many states,
the state educational agencies were better oriented to the continuation
of traditional programs than to the identification, stimulation and im-
plementation of changes designed to meet emerging needs of a rapidly
changing economy and socio cultural setting.

A 1962 study (18) indicated that activities of agencies somewhat compar-
able to state divisions of vocational-technical education may be logically
classified as either inspectorial, compliance-checking and regulatory- -
or basically leadership and influencing change for improvement.

Objectives

1. to develop and field-test an instrument designed to assess the
activities of SDVE professional staff in terms of whether these
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activities were regulation oriented or leadership-change oriented.

2. to develop and field-test a method of applying the instrument
described above in several state divisions of vocational-
technical education.

3. to test the premise that SDVE professional staff spend more
time in regulation activities than in leadership-change activities.

4. to compare the activities of state directors of vocational education
with those of selected professional staff members.

B. Method

Development of the Instrument

In developing the instrument, it was decided to utilize a self-adminis-
tering device. An instrument was designed for use by selected profes-
sional staff members to record and classify their daily activities. (See
Appendix V for a copy of the "Personal Report of Work Activity" form
developed for this study.)

In this instrument, it was suggested that a study of the daily activities
of professional personnel should be directed along three principal lines:

a. It should concern the kinds of people with whom professional
staff personnel interact.

b. It should consider the kinds of actions or decisions in which
professional staff personnel are involved.

c. It should take account of a focus of concern in carrying
out a particular action.

In addition to these three areas, it was felt that some consideration
should be given to distinguishing between clerical and professional
activities. The specific items finally developed to represent these areas
are shown in Table 1 which follows.

The "Personal Report of Work Activity" was designed to incorporate
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TABLE 1

ACTIVITY VARIABLES CONSIDERED IN THE
PERSONAL REPORT OF WORK ACTIVITY

I. Type of Work

A. Professional
B. Clerical

II. Personnel Involved

A. Lay Personnel
B. Students
C. Teachers (Kindergarten to 12th grade)
D. Administrators (Kindergarten to 12th grade)
E. Teachers (nth and 14th grades)
F. Administrators (13th and 14th grades)
G. Teachers (4-year College)
H. Administrators (4-year College)
I. State Directors- of Education Staff Members
J. Oneself only
K. Other, not represented above* (see next page)

III. Action

A. Planning
B. Financing
C. Policy Formulation
D. Organizing
E. Staffing
F. Coordination
G. COMPunication
H. Directing
I. Promoting
J. Consulting
K. Checking Compliance, Inspecting
L. Statistical Research
M. Preparation of Records and Reports
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N. Attending Professional Meetings
0. Travel
P. Miscellaneous Trivia

IV. Focus

A. Goal Setting
B. Problem Irdentification and Definition
C. Program Research
D. Program Design and Development
E. Program Evaluation
F. Dissemination
G. InService
H. Rules, Regulations, Forms, Procedures

* The classification "Other" includes:

Home Economics
(Gainful Employment)

MDTA
Work Study

(excludes Guidance)

Teachers



DEFINITION OF TERMS USED ON
"PERSONAL REPORT OF WORK ACTIVITY"

Under "Action":

1. Planning: devq sing, designing and projecting method, system,
manner, arrangements to achieve objectives.

2. Financing: fiscal planning, managing, allocation, controlling and
securing revenue

3. Policy Formulation: defining and establishing agreement concerning
principles and guidelines which administrative officers shall follow

4. Organizing: structuring patterns for deployment of people and for
their activities

5. Staffing: selecting and placing employees

6. Coordination: relating, integrating various aspects of projects,
programs, etc.

7. Communication: to give or receive information via any media

8. Directing: instructing, ordering or leading to achieve goals

9. Promoting: stimulating and encouraging projects and activities

10. Consulting: advising, recommending

11. Checking Compliance, Inspecting: reviewing officially or examining
critically for compliance with established minimum standards

12. Statistical Research: analysis, measuring and projecting programs
on purely quantitative basis

13. Preparation of Records and Reports: maintaining logte. A activities
and preparing narrative or statistical information

14. Attending Professional Meetings: conferences such as AVA, AASA
and AERA
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15. Travel: for official business from office

16. Misc. Trivia: routine tasks, e.g. , opening and sorting mail,
instructions to clerical staff, etc.

Under "Focus":

1. Goal Setting: identifying, defining and agreeing upon objectives and
ideals in education

2. Problem Identification and Definition: determining obstacles or
unsatisfactory situations (including finances, methods, materials,
curricula, administration and training) which need change or
improvement

3. Program Research: seeking new or better methods, materials
and subject matter

4. Program Design and Developthent: inventing, devising and refining
combinations of methods, materials and subject matter

5. Program Evaluation: critical study of ideas, materials or methods
involving appraising, rating or examining

6. Dissemination: distribution of information concerning methods,
materials and curricula in education

7. In-Service: conducting or participating in an orientation or up-
dating procedure or activity

8. Rules, Regulations, Forms, Procedures: interpretation, explan-
ation, clarification, enforcement of routine responsibilities



the items of Table 1, to enable a respondent to show how each unit of
his working time was spent and yet to be such that an individual could
complete the form with a minimum of effort and in a short amount of
time.

Selection of the Sample

Because the prime objective of the study was to develop and field-test
an instrument designed to record and classify the daily activities of
selected professional staff of the SDVE, it was deemed more important
to have a group of highly motivated SDVE personnel participating than
to have a truly random selection of state divisions of vocational-tech-
nical education constituting the sample for the study. Only those states
which had previously cooperated in collecting data by means of the Group
Interview Guide were considered for inclusion in the position analysis
study. Sixteen states agreed to participate.

The states were invited to participate by the Project Director or the
Assistant Project Director. The general nature of the study was ex-
plained, and if the state wished to participate, a date for an orientation
session was agreed upon.

Although participation in the pilot study depended upon the individual
state's consent, an effort was made to secure a sample which would be
somewhat representative of the 50 state divisions of vocational-technical
education. An ex post facto analysis of the 16 states was made with the
following results:

1. Regional distribution: Northeast - 3 states; North Central - 5
states; Southern - 4 states; Western - 4 states.

2, Distribution by School Population: Less than 100,000 - 1 state;
100, 000 to 600,000 - 6 states; 600, 000 to 1,000, 000 - 3 states;
1,000, 000 to 3,000,000 - 6 states; 4,000,000 or more - no
states.

In sampling respon&nts within states, consideration had to be given to
the kinds of supervisory personnel to be included in the survey. In this
regard, the aims were:

1. To include a minimum of two position levels of professional
responsibilitystate director and supervisors of programs.

-203-



2. To maintain consistency for the different states.

The following kinds of supervisory personnel were found in all or almost
all states and thus were selected for study. (The number to the left
indicates the number of respondents sampled in the category in question):

16 State Directors
15 Supervisors of Agriculture Education
16 Supervisors of Business & Office Education
11 Supervisors of Distributive Education
16 Supervisors of Homemaking Education
15 Supervisors of Technical & Industrial Education
16 Supervisors of Ik cower Development & Training

105 Total Respondents

Sample forms and instructions were prepared and two trial runs of data
recording were made in November and in January, with subsequent re-
visions of forms.

Procedure

Mrs. Patricia Lantz visited each state and conducted a one-hour group
orientation session with the state director and selected supervisors.
Material packets containing the essential forms, instructions, and
stamped, addressed envelopes for mailing were delivered at the session.

In the administration of the survey device, each respondent supplied re-
quested information for each of 14 consecutive days. The completed form
was mailed to the Project office in Berkeley. Respondents also comple-
ted a brief, self-written job description and mailed this during the first
week of the recording period. The data collection period extended
from January 23 through April 30, 1967.

Forms were checked for omissions and/or clarification of entries and
items were completed by telephone contract. In some cases, arbitrary
decisions (see Appendix V, C) were made to complete entries if the
respondent could not be reached or felt he could not clarify information.

In most cases, after telephone follow-ups had been made, the data pro-
vided by a respondent on the 14 forms was complete in all respects.
Forms for weekdays indicated a normal day's work and those for
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weekdays indicated either some work or that some individuals nor-
mally do not work on some weekends. In a few cases, however, the
forms were still got fully complete in accordance with this conception
of a work week. Since the aim in this study was to obtain an estimate
of the "typical" daily activities of the respondents and a day was con-
ceived of as a full day, the missing data indicated by these examples
was estimated on the basis of the data actually in hand. If an individual
missed work for one-half day or missed an entire day's work, the time
that he would have spent in various activities was estimated as the
average of the time he spent in such activities on the other days. In
other words, the daily times catimated for an individual were averages
over the time he actually provided.

Data Processing and Preliminary Analysis

A total of.105 persons returned the sets of forms for 14 consecutive days
of activities. All but two persons fully completed the forms. Adjust-
ments were made for the other two persons in order to compute the
data equitably.

After the forms had been checked for completeness and all entries
verified, the data were prepared for machine processing. The time
reported was converted from actual time (minutes and hours) to pro-
portions of the total time worked for each day.

If an individual did not follow the directions for completing the forms,
used narrative description to complete forms, or was not available for
correction, decisions were made to clear the entry. (See Record of
Arbitrary Decisions, Appendix V, D).

Altogether, 47 items of information from each of 1, 470 forms were
placed on punch cards and transferred to magnetic tape for easier
analysis.

Analysis of Data

In using the data-gathering instrument, respondents allotted each given
unit of time as follows:

a. to either clerical or professional work
b. to one or more of 11 categories of persons with whom he worked
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c. to one (only) of 16 kinds of action involved in the unit of work
d. to one of 8 kinds of focus that might be taken in carrying

out the action in question.

For example, a two-hour unit of time might be recorded as "profess-
ional", spent with "college teachers" and "college administrators" in
the activity of "planning" and with focus on "goal setting".

The times allotted to each of the 38 categories were averaged over the
weekdays for which the respondent had completed the form. In most
cases, the averages are over 10 weekdays, although, as noted in the
previous section, in the fem cases when a respondent did not work on
a weekday or the information provided for a particular day was not
complete, the average was computed over less than 10 days. For most
of these cases, data on at least nine days was available for the average
and in all cases at least eight days were involved.

For each individual, then, a weekday "score" was obtained for each
category of the "Personal Report of Work Activity". This "score" was
the average time per day allotted to the category in question. Hereafter
this "score" will be referred to as "weeksk daily time" (time per day).
A similar "score" based upon the data for weekends will be referred to
as "weekend daily time". The categories in which such daily times
were recorded will be referred to as "activities" or "variables".

It was difficult in many instances to draw a finite distinction between
activities, and, therefore, the amount of time reported was the respon-
dent's best estimate of what he thought the distribution to be. Reliability
of some entries might be challenged on the basis that some respondents
tended to make only one or two entries each day, or tended to make
three or four entries for one time period, which time was then distri-
buted equally among the four entries.

C. Results

This pilot study of the instrument, "The Personal Record of Work
Activity, " would indicate that such an instrument can be self-admin-
istered.

However, the results given here represent only the perceived use of
time by 105 individuals. Because the research design did not include

-206-



T
A
B
L
E
 
3

A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
P
E
R
C
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
T
O
T
A
L
 
D
A
I
L
Y
 
T
I
N
E

S
P
E
N
T
 
W
I
T
H
 
D
I
F
F
E
R
E
N
T
 
K
I
N
D
S
 
O
F
 
P
E
R
S
O
N
N
E
L

P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

P
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

M
r
.
 
S
u
p
.

B
u
s
.

D
.
E
.

B
.
S
c
.

T
 
&
 
I

N
D
T
A

A
l
l

D
i
r
e
c
.

L
a
y
 
P
e
o
p
l
e

1
2
.
7

8
.
8

1
9
.
5

2
1
.
5

8
.
0

1
1
.
9

9
.
1

1
2
.
9

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

2
.
0

1
7
.
1

8
.
3

1
7
.
1

6
.
3

1
.
5

2
.
2

7
.
6

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
K
-
1
2

4
.
1

2
8
.
6

2
7
.
6

2
1
.
7

1
9
.
3

9
.
6

4
.
3

1
6
.
2

A
d
m
i
n
.
 
K
-
1
2

1
4
.
1

2
2
.
6

2
7
.
7

1
5
.
9

1
3
.
0

1
9
.
2

8
7
.
5

1
7
.
2

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
1
3
-
1
4

4
.
7

6
.
1

1
7
.
5

8
.
7

4
.
4

7
.
5

2
.
8

7
.
3

A
d
m
i
n
.
 
1
3
-
1
4

8
.
2

6
.
1

1
3
.
4

7
.
5

4
.
4

1
6
.
6

1
5
.
3

1
0
.
2

T
e
a
c
h
.
-
-
4
-
y
r
.

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

3
.
9

8
.
9

1
5
.
8

1
0
.
5

6
.
5

2
.
1

2
.
0

7
.
0

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

7
.
8

7
.
0

1
2
.
1

5
.
5

8
.
1

2
.
3

4
.
4

6
.
8

S
D
E
 
S
t
a
f
f

5
1
.
8

3
8
.
0

4
0
.
2

3
1
.
8

3
8
.
5

4
4
.
6

3
7
.
0

4
0
.
6

S
e
l
f

2
0
.
7

2
7
.
5

3
1
.
1

3
0
.
2

3
2
.
7

2
1
.
5

2
7
.
4

2
7
.
4

O
t
h
e
r

1
7
.
4

1
1
.
7

1
3
.
7

8
.
8

1
5
.
2

1
3
.
1

3
4
.
8

1
6
.
8

T
o
t
a
l
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

1
2
.
8

4
3
.
7

6
0
.
9

4
1
.
0

3
0
.
4

1
9
.
3

9
.
2

3
0
.
6

T
o
t
a
l
 
A
d
m
i
n

3
0
.
2

3
5
.
8

5
3
.
3

2
9
.
0

.
2
5
.
7

3
8
.
2

2
8
.
6

3
4
.
2



r4 l 0 r4 01 CO r4 0 CO VI V V CO 01 01 r4 Ce 111
I some. 'Simms

gC LI) 4 Nr 0, r4 V) 01 01 Nr OD NP CD U1 Ch C) V)
1 1 I-t

4

N en 4:0 o ev v r, %o in o o r, In en 1,4 tn................
v) 4) esi en o co cv v esi r, in o r. ma ml ill
I-t I-t I-t

%co 01 m in in co N Tr in co Tr in o o co co................
en U1 V) C4 C4 01 OD 01 NI' OD r4 CD U1 OD Ch 11
I-t I-t

V 1-1 11 an o) r% r% U1 T, r% c) Ch o) 1-t di co T,
M se see sasses 'sees
ti 1

M N ri m o in is N csa cn re) oinmoo
1-t r-t r-t r-t

r4
U1 r4 01 U1 r4 U1 V) Nr V) OD r4 r4 U1 OD CD U1

'1 r, r% C) Ch OD Ch CD 01 OD OD r4 r% Ul r4 CD. sees se see . asses
I-t 1-t

co I-I

1
0 en r-t en Nis o Nis en (Vining:114.4 N 01 rI r,

o co in N in N C11 01 rI Nr 10 01 0 N 01 N

Iml Imi Imi

.40,0

n4

8a

a

.14

$.4

4

0
U
0
14
PI
A

NII NII C) 0 C) r4 C) CD CO C) NII r% Nil r% C4 r.

r. ol LI) NI' r4 V) V) C4 go CD V) CD al 10 r4 ril
r4

................
r4 r4 r4

r% NI' r4 Ch r4 r% V) r4 r4 V) U1 r% C4 r% Nr V)
0 . . .

In 1f) 1f) ff) r4 1f) di di LA 01 0 0 LA Ille. 0 10
r4 rl rl

.
D)

01
4 tD

O 0 c4
4 o 0 s4

I .2 o ..4
PI 0

e RI 0
PP 1 0 .1,)

0 4) .1,) 0 tri 01 a O. to 00 rsi 0 0 0 0 0 A g al us0 0 N C ri PI .4 0 0 PK 0
.1-1 0 .i PI ri g 4.) 4.) 1.4 c) e4 1-t

fa u 0 o ei 14440

0 1 F4 8 2 ge VI 4 8 > 0
0 In

r4 PI 0 14 4.1 0 0 PI 14 0 A 0 14 14 14 PI01A1040(000C10100f004134EIZ

-208-



TABLE 5

AVERAGE PERCENT OF TOTAL DAILY. TIME CATEGORIZED
ACCORDING TO FOCUS OF ACTIVITY

Focus Position

Bus. D.E. H.Ec. T&I MDTA AllDirect. Agr,

Goal-Setting 9.7 5.0 10.2 10.9 7.2 12.6 13.3 9.8

Prob. Ident.
& Def. 19.2 13.3 17.9 13.4 10.9 17.3 14.8 15.3

Prog. Res. 6.5 2.3 3.1 3.3 3.3 5.5 2.4 3.8

Prog.D.&D. 26.4 31.1 23.1 30.7 27.4 23.0 26.3 26.9

Prog. Eval. 10.1 10.9 7.6 7.6 9.3 12.9 17.7 11.0

Disown. 19.4 14.1 18.1 13.7 12.4 10.7 8.6 14.0

In-Service 5.6 10.7 3.6 7.6 16.5 5.9 4.8 7.9

Rules, Reg.
Forms 11.3 12.3 14.6 11.3 13.2 15.6 12.4 13.0



TABLE 6

WEEKEND WORK

AVERAGE DAILY TIME SIN HOURS) WORKED AND
PERCENT OF DAYS WORKED

Position
Voc.
Dir. Agri, Bus. D.E. BjEs.

N 16 15 15 13 16

Daily Ave.
(Hours) *

Total** 5.06 5.70 4.53 4.52 4.31

Prof. 4.61 4.70 4.03 3.92 4.09

Cleric. 2.14 .91 .50 .39 .25

Percent of 4
Dave Worked 55 57 55 46 53

MDTA

14 16

4.02 3.54

3.32 2.87

.30 .65

45 45

* See Explanation, Table 2.
** Percents were not computed by weekend days worked since

many days were not worked; therefore, actual reported time
worked in hours is a better descriptive index.
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TABLES

WEEKEND WORK

AVERAGE DAILY TIME (IN HOURS) IN EACH OF
16 KINDS OF ACTIVITIES

Activity Position

MIASSA. hail. NA. D.E. Mak. la KU.

Planning .90 .85 .77 .44 .58 1.04 .85

Financing .00 .06 .00 .00 .06 .08 .20

Policy Forming .10 .06 .18 .04 .06 .19 .00

Organizing .10 .12 .09 .14 .14 .14 .26

Staffing .00 .00 .00 .02 .01 .00 .00

Coordinating .10 .27 .32 .21 .19 .22 .11

Communicating .58 .65 .24 .45 .33 .19 .30

Directing .10 .80 .45 .04 .06 .17 .00

Promoting .38 .04 .00 .17 .25 .20 .19

Consulting .31 .27 .13 .21 .28 .08 .67

Checking Compliance .00 .00 .10 .00 .15 .48 .09

State Research .00 .09 .10 :12 .10 .17 .04

Preparing Recc7ds .17 .33 .35 .25 .39 .19 .42

Attending Meetings .70 .59 1.13 1.23 .82 .42 .04

Travel 1.24 .70 .50 .96 .93 .54 .30

Miscellaneous .31 1.06 .18 .33 .26 .04 .07
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I

a random sample of states nor was a representative stratified sample
drawn for the study, it would be misleading to generalize the findings
from this pilot study.

Also, from comments made by participants, there appeared to be some
problems in using the form as designed. There seemed to be feeling
that in some instances the activity and focus categories were inadequate
or not sufficiently inclusive by definition to properly record their work.
Thus, semantic differences among respondents might have distorted
the findings.

It should be recognized at the outset that these data were reports of
time spent on various activities with specified persons, not actual
time. There was no absolute way of knowing whether or notrt MTector
or supervisor did, in fact, spend his time as reported on the question-
naire. On the other hand, there was no reason to expect that individuals,
or groups of individuals, would systematically distort the report they
supplied.

Results by Work Time and Classification

Table 3 (below) indicates results obtained in the analysis of data which
provided a description of average work time per day expressed in hours
and a percent of daily time spent in professional and clerical activities.
The weekday daily times were averaged for the individuals in each pos-
ition and for the total positions.

The averages for percent-daily-time spent with various categories of
SDVE client population are shown in Table 4. Table 5 presents the
average percent of daily time spent in each of 16 activities. Table 6
shows the results relating to the specific focus of various activities.
Results obtained in analysis of data of reports of weekend work are
indicated in Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10. The weekend daily times (in hours)
were averaged for all individuals in each position.

D. Discussion

The instrument designed for this study attempted to assess use of time
by professional SDVE staff members in terms of three dimensions:
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(1) the kinds of people with whom the professional staff interact; (2) the
kinds of actions or decisions in which professional staff are involved; and
(3) the focui or concern in carrying out.a particular action.

Perusal of Table 4 will give the reader a description. of the kinds of
people with whom the professional staff interact. There appear to be
considerable differences between the State Director and his program
supervisors, as well as differences among supervisors, in kinds of
clientele, etc. , as the following statements suggest:

1. Lay people (including school board members, businessmen,
community club groups such as Rotary Club, League of
Women Voters) appear to have significantly more contact
time with supervisors of business and distributive educa-
tion than do directors and other supervisors. MDTA super-
visors spent nearly twice as much time with the Other
category (which includes people from such agencies as
Office of Economic Opportunity, Department of Employment,
Office of Education, etc.) as other respondents.

2. Contact with students ranged from 17.1% of average daily
time by both supervisors of agriculture and distributive
education to 2.2% and 2% for supervisors of MDTA and
state directors.

3. State Directors appear to be involved directly or indirectly
with the SDVE staff somewhat over 50% of total daily time
on the average, while distributive education supervisors
appear to have spent significantly less time (31.,8% average
daily time) with this group. Other supervisors cluster be-
tween 37 and 44%.

Table 5 presented a description of the kinds of actions or decisions
(activities) in which the professional staff were involved. Again, differ-
ences can be noted between the various groups of respondents:

1. The Trade and Industrial group and the state directors spent
more time than any other group in policy formulation.

2. Directors and trade and industrial, and MDTA supervisors
appear to spend comparable time in matters of finance.

3. Wide variance in reported activities by trade and industrial
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supervisors shows considerably more time than other
respondents in compliance checking, while, by contrast,
they reported the least amount of time in activities
termed communication. Distributive education and
agriculture supervisors reported rather large times
each day in communication activities, followed closely
by directors and home economics supervisors.

4. Little time was reported by any group in statistical
research or staffing.

The focus of the particular activity indicated by the respondents is tab-
ulated in Table 6. Several observations are presented below:

1. The amount of time spent in program design and development
is notably larger than the other seven foci, with agriculture
supervisors recording 31.1% of average daily time in this
activity, while distributive education supervisors showed
30.7%. Interesting variations are observed in goal-setting,
problem identification and definition activities.

2. Agriculture supervisors recorded substantially less time
than all others in goal-setting, while the home economics
group spent comparatively less time in problem identification.

3. Business supervisors reported spending relatively little
time on in-service activities, and home economics super-
visors recorded the largest average percent of their time
16.5% in this activity.

4. MDTA supervisors seem to be involved in program eval-
uation functions a greater percent of daily work time than
any other group.

The number of reported hours spent on professional activities by SDVE
staff on weekends is shown on Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10. If these figures
are accurate, then it must be deduced that these 105 individuals are
indeed conscientious, hard-working professional workers.

In general, the weekend average daily times worked by individuals in
the different positions vary. Supervisors of agriculture reported both
a larger total number of hours worked and a larger total number of
hours spent in professional work than any other position reported.

-216-



MIIIIMINIIIIII0111111111V

Directors reported a comparable total number of hours, but distribution
of professional and clerical work varied significantly with all other
positions. MDTA supervisors appear to work relatively fewer hours
on a weekend. The percent of the four weekend days worked is compar-
able in all positions again with directors and agriculture supervisors
reporting a larger percent worked.

More time was spent on weekend days in planning, attending professional
meetings and travel activity whil6 relatively little, if any, time was
spent in financing or staffing activities. Directors appear to spend more
time in travel on weekend days than people in other positions.

Results from this study would not appear to confirm the basic premise- -
that State Division of Vocational-Technical Education professional staff
spend more time in regulation activities than they do in leadership-change
activities. However, it must be fully recognized that the results ob-
tained were the perceived use of time by respondents. Thus, it is moot
whether or not these professional personnel actually spend as much as
27% of their time in program design and development and only 570 of
their time in compliance-checking.

This pilot study has demonstrated the practicality and usefulness of an
instrument such as, the "Personal Record of Work Activii.y" which was
designed for this project. Analysis of SDVE professional staff positions
is an exceedingly important task. Indeed, a complete and comprehen-
sive description of staff activities is a necessary ingrediant for impro-
ving state agency administration of vocational-technical education.

The experience gained in designing and applying this instrument suggests
that continued investigation can prove productive - -that valid and reliable
techniques and procedures for analysis of professional staff activities
in state divisions of vocational-technical education can be developed.



VI. DEVELOPMENT OF A FORMAT' AND CRITERIA FOR
SELF-ANALYSIS OF STATE AGENCIES FOR
VOCATIONAL - TECHNICAL EDUCATION

A. Introduction

Dr. Allen Lee, Project Director, personally assumed major responsi-
bility for the design and implementation of this study. Staff members
who greatly contributed to the development of the instrument were
Dr. Frank Bennett, Dr. Boyd Applegarth and Dr. John Nasman. Dr.
Edward E. Hoic, along with Dr. Lee and others, prepared and super-
vised the field testing of the Format and Criteria in the State of
Pennsylvania. Dr. John Struck and Dr. Paul Schalles of the State Divi-
sion of Vocational Education of Pennsylvania conducted the field test.

The Committee of Consultants was composed of the following:

Dr. Jam's Ellingson, Director of Instruction, Oregon
State Department of Education

Dr. Arthur Hearn, Professor of Education, University
of Oregon

Dr. Howard Horner, Deputy Superintendent, David
Douglas Schools (Portland)

Dr. William Loomis, Director of Vocational Education,
Oregon State Department of Education

Dr. Henry TenPas, Professor of Agricultural Education,
Oregon State University

The Problem

In recent years, there has been nationwide concern about the respec-
tive roles of state and federal agencies; the fragmentation of responsi-
bility for education on both state and federal levels; the organization,
financing and efficiency of educational institutions; the actual or
imagined abdication of some state responsibility for government; the
suggested dangers in the growth of federal power centralized in
Washington; the use of interstate compacts to solve multi-state prob-
lems; and the need for change and improvement in state education
leadership.

Many politicians, political scientists and journalists would have us
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believe that state government is dying. If we go much further, warns
Senator Strom Thurmond, "in a few years, the states will be nothing
more than territories."

Thomas Jefferson warned that the only way to prevent the encroach-
ment of federal power into areas beyond its proper sphere, is to
strengthen state governments. During a reapportionment debate in
August 1966, Senator Everett Dirksen suggested that soon "the only
people interested in state boundaries will be Rand-McNally."

A good example of the need for change and improvement in state govern-
ments today is the current status of public education organizations,
which have more often than not just grown "like Topsy." Throughout
the fifty states, one can observe a hodgepodge of arrangements, in-
fluenced by a variety of vested interests and moving with some lack of
coordination.

An assumption is that many functions related to education which cannot
be efficiently and appropriately performed at the local district level
can best be fulfilled at the state level. Concurrently, strengthening
and improving the state agencies for education offers the greatest
potential for needed improvement of educational programs in general.
State education agencies are in a position--currently and evei, more
so potentially--to exert the greatest impact and influence upon educa-
tion in the classrooms of the Nation. These agencies have, to widely
varying degrees, only approached their potential.

Evaluations of state agencies of vocational education go on continuously,
formally and/or informally. They evaluate themselves. They are
evaluated by a variety of professional educators. The evaluations
which determine the functions and the resources of these divisions are
made by the electorate or their representatives in legislatures and
governing boards. Evaluations determine the course public education
will take. Evaluations made primarily by "outsiders" are too often
inadequate, inaccurate and ineffective for several reasons. The state
agencies know more about their own strengths and weaknesses and
often are in an optimum position to bring about change; hence, there
is need for systematic self-analysis.

An informed and public-spirited staff is potentially the most capable
and the most trusted group in a state in the development of policy and
program. To become such a capable and trusted staff, there must. be
broad vision, many contacts, time for discussion and reflection and



willingness to assume initiative boldly. An evaluation should be realis-
tic, not defensive. it should be geared to state needs, not the desire of
individual staff members. It should lead to requests for personnel and
funds to do the job that needs to be done.

Such a self-analysis operation, however, should be thorough, carefully
planned and systematically conducted with care. Many other kinds of
agencies have benefited for years from formally, carefully designed
procedures and criteria appropriate to their own agency, but nothing
comparable was available for state Divisions of Vocational Education.

For example, secondary schools have had "Evaluative Criteria, " and
college and university departments of education have had NCATE.

The need has been for a procedure (format) and criteria which were
appropriate and flexible enough to meet a wide variety (50 states) of
situations, but still provide organization and guidelines for an effec-
tive and sophisticated self-study by state Divisions of Vocational
Education.

Objective

The objective has been to design, develop, field-test and begin refine-
ment of an instrument (Format and Criteria) specifically to meet the
needs for self-analysis by state agencies for vocational-technical edu-
cation. The intent was to provide a flexible instrument and not to pre-
scribe or bring into being any single type pattern.

B. Method

The investigation began with the assumption that the hard core of guid-
ing philosophy for the procedures and criteria for the self-analysis
instrument should be strongly influenced by currently active leaders
(state directors) of vocational-technical education througaout the United
Statesbut this should not be done in isolation. Rather, the approach
should be interdisciplinary and should utilize the consortium procedure.

With these assumptions in mind, the matter was discussed in detail with
the two national advisory committees. In line with their advice a small
consulting committee was then selected to work closely with the Director,
concentrating upon development of the contemplated instrument.
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A Workshop was planned and conducted with participants, discussion
leaders and speakers including state directors of vocational education,
teachers, lay persons, management analysts, economists, political
scientists, university personnel, state department of education person-
nel, state board personnel, and others.

The purpose of the Workshop was to establish some guidelines, achieve
orientation, and identify a mass of raw material to be sifted and re-
fined for use as a nucleus for procedures and principles to be included
in the initial drafts of the planned "Format and Criteria for Self-Analysis
by State Agencies for Vocational-Technical Education."

Prior to the Workshop and periodically thereafter, related literature
was reviewed in consAerable depth.

Following the Workshop, the results were reviewed by the national
advisory committee of state directors of vocational education. Mater-
ials were then classified and refined by one staff member, after which
the small consultant group composed of two state directors of voca-
tional education, a school superintendent, two university professors and
a state department of education director of instruction proceeded to
develop an initial draft.

The initial draft and several succeeding ones were reviewed, discussed,
and revised through many individual and group discussions. A manage-
ment analyst did concentrated work on one section. Copies were sent
to state directors, of vocational education throughout the nation for sug-
gestions.

Eventually a draft was deemed in minimum stage of development for a
full-scale field-test. The field test was successfully completed in
June of 1967, having achieved two purposes:

a. The it strument was field-tested to gain insights for re-
finement and further development

b. Service was provided to the cooperating State Division of
Vocational Education (Pennsylvania) whose staff devoted
several hundred man hours to the effort through the involve-
ment of a steering committee and numerous other staff
committees. (They will assist with forthcoming refinement
of the instrument. )
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The field test followed the pattern of:

a. Preliminary discussions with top administrative personnel
including the chief state school officer and the state director
of vocational education

b. orientation of staff

c. designation of co-chairmen (one representing the University
and one the Division)

d. designation of a steering committee

e. designation of staff committees

f. preparation of preliminary staff reports

g. designation of a visiting committee

h. review of staff preliminary reports by the visiting com-
mittee

i. on-site observation, interaction and interviews by the
visiting committee

j. preparation of the visiting committee report

rhatE ;L.1 on du.; abuire procedure t'sM contained in Appendix VI
of this report. (The revision of the instrument, based on the findings
of the field test, began too late to be here reported, but will be in-
cluded in subsequent reports of related activities.)

C. Results

These may be summarized by stating that a "Format and Criteria for
Self-Analysis by State Agencies fcr Vocational-Technical Education"
was designed, developed, partially refined and initially field-tested.

It is expected that it will be applied to a number of states during the
next year and be further refined during the process.

A sample of the instrument which was utilized for the field tests and
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which will soon be further developed and refined is attached to this
report. (See Appendix VI.)

D. Discussion

In general, the method and procedures followed in the design and
development of the instrument were quite adequate; however, there
has been insufficient time (and this was anticipated). to complete the
task and considerable work remains to be done.

The Project staff found tremendous interest (in this development) evi-
denced by vocational-technical personnel in state and other agencies.
No less than twelve states have offered cooperation in field testing.

The basic procedures incorporated in the instrument appear to be
most desirable and adequate. The basic pattern or grouping system
for criteria appears sound. This includes somewhat flexible criteria
for five areas:

a. Philosophy and Objectives
b. The State Board and Legal Bases
c. Organizational Structure and Relationships with Others
d. Administrative Functions (including policy, finance,

staffing, organizing, directing, promoting, communica-
ting, researching)

e. Individual Program Areas

Although the procedures (format) aspea of the present draft appear
relatively adequate, the sections on criteria need much more sifting,
clarification and refinement.

The full-scale field test in Pennsylvania, the several discussions
with the two national advisory committees, the many discussions
with state directors of vocational education, the conferences with
chief state school officers, the sessions with state board and local
school representatives establish beyond doubt the prevailing belief
that a need exists and the opinion that that development of the "Format
and Criteria" is needed and is proceeding generally in the right direc-
tions.

Although the staff had not previously recognized this potential, the
Advisory Committee (state directors) noted that in addition to being
used for periodic, full-scale, formal self-analysis, the "Format
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and Criteria" should be of equal or greater value for use on a year -
around continuing basis as a "bible" or guide for new and old profes-
sional staff of state agencies, for board members, for students and
for others interested in the administration of vocational-technical
education.

The original objectives encompassed the design and development of a
Format and Criteria for self-analysisin the belief that such an in-
strument would facilitate the improvement vocational-technical educa-
tion through improved state-level administration. This belief has been
solidly reinforced by experience to date.

The development of the instrument has prompted, periodically, some
discussion of accreditation. There appears to be a preponderance of
sentiment (upon the part of state directors and others) that accredita-
tion of these state agencies is neither feasible (because of inherent
wide variations among the states) nor desirable. Hence, the use of
the instrument here designed and being refined is not intended for any
potential accreditation purposes.



VII. ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES FOR VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS UNDER THE STATE BOARD

OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

This phase of the Study of the Administration of Vocational-Technical
Education at the State Level is an analysis of expenditures for voca-
tional-technical education programs under the direction of the State
Board of Vocational Education. The tables presented are rather
voluminous and often complex. This is because large amounts of funds
are involved in all fifty states and for a m yriad of activities under
varying conditions. This is by no means an exhaustive analysis. Time
did not permit and often accounting and reporting practices differed
from state to state to such an extent that it was very difficult to make
exact comparisons. It is believed, however, that some of the obser-
vations made will be of value to state and Federal administrators. It
is also believed that state administrators who desire may make addi-
ti.)nal analyses which could be of value to their specific state.

'The researcher responsible for this study was Dr. John G. Ross. Dr.
Edgar Morphet and Dr. J. Chester Swanson were closely associated
with the study. Many state directors of vocational education and their
fiscal officers gave very valuable assistance.

A. Introduction

This analysis of expenditures for vocational education focuses upon the
expenditures for vocational education through the State agency for those
programs which are operated in public schools and related to Federal
funds provided to states for this purpose. Attention is given to the
source of these funds from the Federal government, state government
and local school districts.

Some information is presented for, all fifty states. A more detailed
study is made of twenty-four states. It was planned to make this de-
tailed study of all fifty states, but it was not possible to secure all the
necessary data during the initial period of this project. The detailed
study is essentially a comparison of expenditures for 1962-63 and
1965-66.

Public Law 88-210, the Vocational Education Act of 1963, became law
in December 1963 and the first appropriations for the act were made in
the summer of 1964. Therefore, there was no financial impact from

- 225 -



this act during school years 1962-63 and 1963-64. Not all states re-
ceived their total allocation of funds under this act in school year
1964-65. School year 1965-66 was the first year in which all states
received their normal allotment funds from the Federal government
under appropriations of the new law.

Background

During the past decade there has been increased concern throughout the
nation over efficiency and economy in educational expenditures. This
concern has led to widespread questioning of many aspects of education,
including (1) state plans for financing schools, and, (2) the role, func-
tions and fiscal support of state education agencies. Vocational edu-
cation has not been excluded from these questions.

lato this situation the Vocational Education Act of 1963 was introduced,
together with a general belief that vocational education is an important
contributing factor to economic growth and development at national,
state and local levels. These new factors required response by the
states with respect to both the financing and administration of voca-
tional education while the basic situation demanded change from exist-
ing patterns. Neither the nature nor the extent of the changes (if any)
could have been predicted with confidence. It was in this general set-
ting that the present study sought to identify the current status of ex-
penditures for vocational education and such changes as have emerged
during the three years since 1963.

Fiscal. practices comprise a particularly important aspect of state ad-
minjstration of vocational education. The degree of importance may be
inferred from the following: (1) state administration of vocational edu-
cation has, to a large extent, been concerned with allocating state and
Federal funds in order to promote desired practices and programs;
(2) somewhat similarly, when Congress decided in 1963 that improve-
ments in vocational education were needed, the means chosen to bring
them to pass was an increase in Federal funds and considerable
broadening of the purposes for which the funds could be used; (3) the
states' responses to the 1963 act and their practices with respect to
vocational education are probably reflected more meaningfully in their
expenditures than in their "Revised Plans" and other pronouncements;
(4) the expenditures for vocational education provide important back -
ground for consideration of Federal-state and state-local fiscal relation-
ships, both of which appear to be in transition.

For these and other reasons it seems important to have undertaken at



this time a study of the expenditures for vocational education and of the
financial support of state agencies for the administration of vocational
education.

Objectives and Limitations

General objectives of the expenditures study were:

1. To collect and analyze information pertaining to expendi-
tures for vocational education in 1962-63 and in 1965-66.

2. To identify trends and developments in expenditures since
the Vocational Education Act of 1963, and to compare
these with the experience during the 10 to 15 years prior
to 1963.

3. To begin to assess the significance of these trends and
developments.

The study focused upon conditions and expenditures having special
relevance for state-level administration. Specifically it was concerned
with:

1. State expenditures in support of vocational-technical edu-
cation programs including state funds for local, state or
area vocational schools, colleges or institutes.

2. The financing of state agencies for vocational education,
including agencies for administration and supervision,
teacher education and research.

Some important issues had to be excluded from the study or touched
upon only peripherally. Among these were:

1. Policies and practices for the distribution of Federal
and state funds to local school districts.

2. Issues related to returns on investment cost/benefit
in vocational education.

3. The ade uacy of the financial support of vocational
education. his has not been measured against any
criteria.)
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4. Expenditures for vocational programs in schools, colleges
and institutes. (These have been dealt with only peri-
pherally. They are included in the total funds expended
for vocational education, which total was used as a base
in determining the percentage devoted to state agency
services.)

Relations to Other Aspects of the Study

The fact that the expenditure study was done as part of a broader study
has several significant effects upon it.

First, as previously noted, the objectives and focus of the study were
limited by the general concern with administration at the state level.

6

Second, because of limitations of time and staff most of the data-gather-
ing interviews had to be done by staff members engaged in collecting
information for other aspects of the total study.

These and other limitations did not permit the pursuance, in depth, of
many other important issues related to finance. Certain limitations of
time and personnel did not make it possible to study in detail more than
24 states during the period of this project.

B. Method

Procedures

Detailed planning for the finance study began on July 1, 1966, when a
staff member was employed to take major responsibility for that phase
of the study.

Planning. The initial planning involved: (1) identification of the data
needed and the sources from which they could be secured, and (2) de-
velopment of plans for data gathering and for analysis. The data which
were determined to be needed are set forth in the Tabular Summaries
of Data at the end of this report. With respect to sources of data it
WasWiermined that the financial reports to the Office of Education,
Forms 4042, 4043, 4044 and 4220, for each state for the year 1964-65,
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1965-66 and their earlier version for previous years would be needed. *
However, it became evident that the data in these reports would need to
be checked with authorities in each state and that modifications would
be necessary.

Plans were made for interviews in each state with the person respon-
sible for preparing the annual financial reports and with such other
persons as might be necessary or helpful. Persons interviewed usually
included the State Director of Vocational Education, or his chief deputy,
and a person in the state School Finance Office.

After the first trial interviews, it was evident that all available corro-
borative information should be at hand during the interview to reconcile
many data which appeared to be conflicting. Such corroborative infor-
mation included: (a) amounts and distribution procedures related to state
school aids for 1962-63 as set forth in a study by Munse "I' ; (b) the same
information updated to 1965-66 for nine states Es published by the USOE
in a series of individual state documents; (c) amounts appropriated by
the state legislatures for vocational education and related purposes as
set forth in the statutes of each of the states for both of the years in
question; and (d) income, expenditures and enrollment data for each
state and for all states together at five -year intervals during the period
from 1948 to 1963 as set forth in the agests of Annual Reports of State
Boards for Vocational Education.

* Form 4042, Financial Statement of Federal Funds for Vocational
Education; Form 4043, Expenditure of Funds for Vocational Edu-
cation by Program; Form 4044, Expenditure of Funds for Voca-
tional Education by Purpose; Form 4220, Project Status and Ex-
penditures of Vocational Area School Construction. The reports
were developed and used for the first time for school year 1964-
65 by the U. S. Office of Education. Published by the U. S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, Washington, D. C.
Digest of Annual Reports of State Boards for Vocational Education.
U. S. Office of Education, U. S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D. C.

t Munse, , State Programs for PulA.1.cSp_phcolSue sort. U. S.
Office of Educatior70772T-737 1137.verrunt ' inting Office,
Washington, D. C.
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An interview guide was prepared to include questions to be asked in all
states and a summary of relevant data from the annual reports for each
state together with summaries of the corroborating information re-
ferred to above. Work-Gheets, tables and questions to be considered
were prepared for analysis of the data.

Data Gathering. The procedures for data gathering were touched upon
in the above. These procedures are described here in greater
detail for each of the major types of data:

I. Amounts and sources of funds for the State Division of
Vocational Education were derived from the amounts re-
ported on the various pages of Form 4044, line 2. These
totals as confirmed or modified in the interviews were
taken to be the expenditures of the State Divisions of Vo-
cational Education.

2. Amounts and sources of funds for State Teacher Education
Institutions were taken from the various pages of Form
4044, line 3, and the amounts, if any, for "research" were
separated.

After checking the interviews as to the nature of the activ-
ities supported by these funds, any necessary modifications
in the figures were made and the remaining totals were
taken to be the amounts for Federally aided teacher edu-
cation rograms b state teacher education institutions.

In no case did these amounts reflect the whole cost for edu-
cating teachers of vocational subjects in these institutions.
Nor was it possible to identify the costs of in-service
teacher education provided by school systems or by state
supervisors and consultants in the course of their other
duties.

3. Amounts and sources of ;_ for vocational education re-
search by state agencies were taken from amounts reported
for this purpose on the various pages of Form 4044 and were
checked in the interviews.

Information about the nature and purpose of the research was
requested and an open-ended question was asked concerning
any other vocational education research activities by state
agencies (especially those influenced by Research Coordinating
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Units) which were not included in those reports. In this way
the amounts and sources of support for state agency research
were derived.

4. Amounts and sources of support for capital outlay were de-
termined as follows: expenditures for instructional equip-
ment as reported on the various pages of Form 4044 were
totaled prior to the interviews.

In the interviews, the amounts, if any, of these expenditures
which were made by an agency other than a local school dis-
trict were identified so that they could be treated as funds
of the agency which actually spent them.

Expenditures for construction as reported on Forms 4043 and
4220 were identified prior to the interviews and the inter-
viewees in each state were asked if there was any additional
construction (such as of technical institutes or vocational
facilities in community colleges) or if there was any other
reason for modifying the reported figures.

The resulting figures are at best approximations. They re-
flect the costs of construction projects supported in part by
Federal vocational education grants or by special state
appropriations. They do not include expenditures for con-
struction of vocational education facilities by local districts
or community colleges solely from local funds or from funds
not earmarked for vocational education.

5. Amounts and sources of funds for current expenses of voca-
tional programs in schools were estimated as follows: ex-
penditures for vocational programs by local boards of edu-
cation as reported on the 4044 forms were taken as the
starting point.

These amounts were augmented by all or part of the expendi-
tures reported for vocational counseling and guidance to the
extent that such expenditures were identified in the interviews
as having been for services in schools.

Inquiry was also made in the interviews concerning the re-
current operating expenses of state vocational schools or of
programs not included in the annual reports. Information
concerning expenditures for state schools or institutes or
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for vocational programs in community colleges was not al-
ways available to the interviewees, nor did the statutory
appropriations always provide the information desired.

It became clear that the current operating expenditures for
vocational programs were almost always under- reported.
In some cases, school districts chose not to report their
programs and expenditures because of the small amount of
reimbursement that would be provided. Others chose not
to comply with some requirement which they did not con-
sider to be essential. Hence, their vocational programs and
expenditures were not reportedalthough they may have been
substantial.

In every state where interviews were conducted, the districts
which did report failed to include any part of the cost of ad-
ministration, building maintenance and operation, fixed
charges, etc. because the "matching" requirements were
met without having, to account for such additional costs.

Analysis. The procedures used for analysis of the data are implied in
the tables which are a part of this report and in the findings which are
set forth below. However, before entering the data in the various tables
and computing the percent of total and percentage increase for each of
the agencies, functions and funds, it was necessary to confirm the mean-
ing and reliability of the data gathered.

The major difficulties encountered were in determining the amount of
"state funds" used for vocational education.

Different states frequently used different definitions of state funds in
their reports to the Office of Education, and the amounts they reported
did not always agree with the information provided by state school finance
officials. For this study the following (and only the following) were
identified and classified as "state funds":

1. Amounts appropriated by the state legislature from non-
Federal revenues and used for (a) the state division of voca-
tional education, (b) reimbursement of specific vocational
education expenses by local districts, and (c) construction
or operation of state or area vocational schools, colleges
or institutes.

2. State funds used by state teacher education institutions for
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teacher education programs partly supported by Federal
vocational education funds.

3. State funds used by state universities or other state agencies
for vocational education research.

Some states had included as "state funds" an estimate of the amount
distributed as vocational education units through the foundation program.
These amounts had to be identified and deleted from the reported
amounts of state funds. Some states did not include in their reports
any expenditures for operation or construction of state vocational
schools or institutes where these were not under the control of the
State Director of Vocational Education. These amounts had to be added
to the reported amounts of state funds.

In most states, appropriations for community colleges or other junior
colleges did not identify amounts for vocational-technical education.
In only one state (and there only with respect to construction funds) was
state aid for junior colleges identified as for vocational-technical edu-
cation.

It was, therefore, impossible to include state funds devoted to vocational-
technical education in junior colleges; although in many states such pro-
grams were expanded very rapidly during the years under study.

C. Discussion of Findings

This study of the. financial aspect of vocational-technical education has
been limited largely to the expenditures for these educational services.
The emphasis has been further limited to activities closely related to
the state agencies responsible for vocational education.

Increasing Expenditures and the Source of Funds

It is quite evident that expenditures have been increasing from all three
of the major sources of funds. The following tabluation indicates these
trends. (See Tabular Summaries of Data, Tables 1 to 4.)



School Year 1962-63 School Year 1965-66 Percent
Amount Percent Amount Percent Increase
in thousands tiToTisandsr 1962-63 to

1965-66

Federal
Funds $ 53, 322 19% $234, 585 29% 340%

215, 834
State Funds 109, 239 36% 215, 834 27% 98%

Local Funds 141, 633 /72. 347, 389 44% 14a
Total $304, 195 100% $797, 809 100% 164%

Notes: (1) These totals do not include expenditures made in the
Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, Guam or the Virgin Islands.

(2) Totals may not be exact due to rounding of numbers to
the nearest thousands.

It often has been said that the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 and the sub-
sequent Federal vocational acts provided "seed" money to motivate
more and better vocational education services within the public schools.
Enrollment reports and research studies can be interpreted as indi-
cating that this has been true.

Between 1919-20 school year and 1965-66 school year, the trend in
source of funds can be tabulated as follows (from Tabular Summaries
of Data, Tables 1 to 4, and annual reports for school years 1919-20
and 1949-50):

Percentage of Funds

School
Year Federal State Local

1919 -20 29% 31% .... 40%
i949-50 21% 31% .... 48%
1959-60 19% 35% .... 46%
1962-63 18% 37% .... 45%
1965-66 29% 27% .... 44%
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These figures indicate a remarkably stable distribution, especially
when it is taken into account that the total expenditures increased from
8 1/2 million dollars (1919-20) to almost 798 million dollars (1965-66).
The constant percentage for the local school districts and the recent
large increase in the Federal source are the most notable features of
this tabulation. The Federal increase was due to the new Federal law
and the Congressional appropriations.

Between 1962-63 and 1965-66 the Federal funds have increased from
55 million dollars to 235 million dollars--an increase of 330%.

The increase in state funds during this period has been significant even
though the total share of the states has decreased, The increases
since 1962-63 have been as follows (see Tabular Summaries of Data,
Tables 1 to 4):

21 states increased more than 100%.
11 states increased between 50% and 100%.
14 states increased between zero and 50%.
4 states decreased.

The increase in local school district expenditures in states has been
even more impressive (see Tabular Summaries of Data, Tables 1 to 4):

Local schools in 28 states increased over 100%.
Local schools in 12 states increased between 50% and 100%.
Local schools in 8 states increased between 25% and 50%.
Local schools in no states increased less than 23%.
(In 4 states, the local schools increased more than 500%.)

These impressive increases in expenditures of both state and local
school funds would be much more impressive if the total expenditures
were known.

At the state level it has not been possible to obtain the following type of
expenditures for vocational education:

1. The state funds allocated to local school districts as a
part of the general distribution of funds for teachers or
classroom units and used for vocational teachers or
classrooms.

2. A proration of general administrative, supervisive or
other services applicable to vocational education.
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3. The expenditures for vocational education activities in which
Federal funds are not included.

At the local school district level the funds used for vocational education
and not reported are even larger. It has not been possible to obtain
the following type of expenditures related to vocational education:

1. Expenditures for vocational education programs for which
Smith-Hughes, George -Barden or P. L. 88-210 funds were
not used.

2. Many expenditures for certain types of supplies and
equipment.

3. Many expenditures for operation and maintenance of
buildings and grounds.

4. Expenditures for much of the administration, super-
vision and auxiliary services.

5. Often large expenditures of other Federal funds (ESEA,
OED, MDTA, etc.) with related local expenditures were
not available.

This information points to the fact that we do not know the total ex-
penditures for vocational education in the public. A new system of
accounting and reporting would be necessary to make this information
available.

Trends in the Distribution of Expenditures for
Major Agenices and Activities

The major feature of the accounting and reporting of vocational educa-
tion expenditures from 1918-19 to 1)63-64 has been the funds used for
specific occupational categories. There have been some data related
to administration, supervision, teacher education, and instruction.
This reporting was made necessary by the provisions of the Smith-
Hughes and George-Barden Federal legislation. Since the Vocational
Education Act of 1963 (P. L. 88-210), reporting practices have changed
and much more details are available. Since these accounting practices
are so new it is not possible to develop trends from the annual reports.
Munse made a study which included expenditures by activities for voca-
tional education for school year 1962-63 (see footnote, page ). With
this as a base (it was a convenient year since it was one of the final
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years before the larger appropriations) comparisons were made be-
tween 1963-64 and 1965-66. This procedure required interpretations
which necessitated personal interviews with the fiscal persons respon-
sible in state departments. Time did not allow these individual state
studies in all states. Such studies were completed in 24 states and
are reported in the Tabular Summaries of Data, Tables 5 to 18.

These tables show that expenditures in 1964-65 and 1965-66 increased
by large amcunts and that expenditures for certain activities were quite
different from previous years.

The increase is readily explained by the appropriation of the funds for
Public Law 88-210. The act was signed by the President in December
1963. The first appropriation made by Congress was in the summer of
1964. By the time the states had developed plans for the use of these
funds and the U. S. Office of Education had issued regulations for their
use, the school year 1963-64 was over and school year 1964-65 was in
progress. In this year 1964-65, the Federal funds distributed to the
states increased by 184% over the previous year, and in the following
year this aid was further increased by 53%. This increase in Federal
funds motivated increased funds from state and local school districts
to produce the total increase of 265 million dollars between 1963-64
and 1964-65 and another large increase of 205,046 million for 1965-66.

The increases for various activities are even more spectacular. They
will be discussed as these activities are discussed.

I*; is interesting to note the wide variation in the percent of increase of
Federal funds to the different states in years 1964-65. It varies from
4% for Alaska to 228% for New Hampshire. The following factors con-
tribute to these differences:

1. The formula for the distribution of funds under the new act
(P. L. 88-210) is quite different from earlier acts. It is
based largely on certain population ratios and on certain
per capita income data.

2. Some states were not able to develop state plans and obtain
legislative or administrative action in time to receive all of
the funds which could be allocated to their state. It will be
noted that these states received a proportionately larger in-
crease in school year 1965-66.

3. Since not all states used all of their funds in 1964-65, it was



possible to transfer some funds to states which could use
them. These states received a proportionately smaller
increase the following year.

Increase in State Expenditures for Vocational Education

The funds directly derived from State government sources increased
by 107 million dollars (97%) between 1962-63 and 1965-66. The range
extended from two states with decreases to 21 states with more than
100% increase. (See Table 3.) In many respects this comparison in
state funds from year to year has little meaning because it is almost
a bookkeeping figure as certain functions shift between states and at
times between years in a given state from local to state expenditures.
It is more exact to add the state government source funds to local
school district funds, thus obtaining an overall amount of funds from
within a state expended for vocational education.

A comparison of the relatively low rate of increase in state funds for
vocational education between 1962-63 and 1965-66 with the high rate of
increase in Federal aid during the same period should be avoided at
this time because the full amount of the state and local contributions
to vocational education programs is not known. It has not been pos-
sible in this study to identify the increases in general purpose state
aids which may have been used for vocational education by local school
boards, nor has it been possible to identify amounts devoted to voca-
tional-technical education in community colleges. The limited evidence
available indicates that the increase in state and local funds for such
purposes was substantial, although possible not yet as great In the
aggregate as the increase in Federal aid for vocational education.

Expenditures for Operation of State Divisions
of Vocational Education

The data for this analysis is taken from the Tabular Summaries of
Data, Tables 7, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18 of the study of 24 states.
From 1962-63 to 1965-66 the median increase in expenditures for all
state department vocational education agencies was the least of any of
the agencies or activities identified in the study. However, the in-
crease was neither insignificant nor was it consistent. The median
increase among the 24 states studied was 57% but the range was from
1% increase for Maine to 675% in New York. (See Tables 7 and 16.)
The large increase in New York State came largely from state funds
with only 14% from Federal funds in 1965-66.
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The expenditures for operation of the state division of vocational edu-
cation has a range of from 2% to 10% of the total expenditures, the
median is 6%. (See Table 13.) The states with the larger enrollments
and number of teachers have the smaller percentages (1% to 5%). The
small states in general use larger percentages for operation of their
state divisions. This might be readily explained by the fact that cer-
tain basic costs are the same regardless of the size of the state pro-
gram.

The Federal funds used for state division of vocational education opera-
tion decreased from 11% to 5 % in the median state use of these funds.
(See Table 14.) The state funds expended for this activity decreased
from 11% to 9% between these years. (See Table 15.)

Expenditures for Teacher Education

The total expenditures reported for teacher education ranged from no
reported expenditures in one state to 458 thousand dollars in another
for school year 1962-63. The median state expended 135 thousand
dollars. (See Table 8.) For school year 1965-66 the range was from
one thousand dollars to one million dollars with the median 175 thousand
dollars. Federal funds supplied 42% in 1962-63 and 45% in 1965-66.
The range of change during these years was from -28% to +233% with a
median change of +72%.

The reported figures do not, however, reflect all expenditures--pro-
bably only a small portion- -for educating teachers of vocational sub-
jects. The figures included only the expenditure of certain in-service
teacher education programs and a few courses for teachers-in-prepar-
ation in the methodology of teaching vocational subjects in many states.
The relatively unchanged ratio of state to Federal funds for these pro-
grams appeared to reflect the practice of reporting enough state funds
for those programs to more than match the Federal aid.

The median state expenditure for teacher education was 3% of the total
expenditures with a range of from zero to 9%. (See Table 13.) There
was a median increase of the use of Federal funds for teacher educa-
tion of 71% during the 1962-63 to 1965-66 period. The state mean ex-
penditure increased 67% during the same period. (See Table 18.)

Expenditures for Research

gable 9 presents data related to research in vocational education. The
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major feature of this table is the lack of data. Only 4 of the 24 states
studied showed any expenditures for research in 1962-63. The amounts
were two thousand to 85 thousand dollars. In 1965-66 eleven states re-
ported expenditures ranging from five thousand to 165 thousand dollars.
(See Table 9.) In no state was this more than 2 percent of the total
expenditures. (See Table 13.) The total increase between years
1962-63 and 1965-66 was from 116 thousand to 680 thousand dollars,
an increase of 486 percent.

The work classified as research consisted, in 1962-63, of curriculum
development projects in teacher education institutions in three states
and a survey of vocational education in one state. In 1965-66 only one
state reported a study initiated and carried through at the state level- -
a survey of vocational education in the state. All others were local
or "cooperative" projects (local with some state agency coordination)
and appeared to have consisted of local surveys of needs for vocational
programs, local curriculum development projects or experimental
instructional programs.

Research Coordinating Units were reported to have been active in 12
of the 24 states during 1965-66 and to have been "effective" in stimula-
ting and aiding many local and individual projects which would not have
been conducted otherwise or--in the case of these studies- -might not
have dealt with vocational education. Six additional states reported
that Research Coordinating Units became active in 1966-67. Only two
reported that there was no Research Coordinating Unit in the state.
Four did not report on this question.

Funds for the Research Coordinating Units were completely Federal
funds and at times came to a state completely outside of the state
department of education.

Expenditures for Capital Outlay

Expenditures for capital outlay for vocational school facilities are pre-
sented in Table 11. The most unique feature of this table is the last
column indicating percentage increases. Many of these are five-num-
ber figures, an abnormal figure for percentages. These large percent-
age figures are caused by two factors: the base figures were very low
because very few capital expenditures were reported and these were
never for building construction in 1962-63; secondly, many states
decided that their most urgent need in the early years of the new
legislation was construction of buildings. These expenditures are
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large amounts. The median expenditure for capital outlay for 1962-63
was 200 thousand dollars which increased to a median of approximately
two million dollars for 1965-66 in those 24 states. The range in
1965-66 was from 360 thousand to nineteen million dollars.

The median state spent 5% of its total funds for capital outlay in
1962-63 and 24% for 1965-66. (See Table 13.) The median use of
Federal funds for capital outlay was 37% in 1965-66 and the range was
from 14% to 68%. (See Table 14.)

The Use of Federal Funds

The largest part of the great increase in Federal aid for vocational
education was used for the construction and operation of vocational pro-
grams in schools. The portion devoted to state agency services de-
clined from 18% to 8% between 1962 -63 .and 1965-66 in the median state
among the 24 studied. While the increase in Federal funds used for
capital outlay was very great (1135%) the increase in Federal funds
for the current expenses of vocational schools and programs was sig-
nificant (15370). In 1965-66, 92% of all Federal aid for vocational edu-
cation was used for schools (either for capital or current expenses) in
the median state. No state among the 24 studied used less than 69% of
its Federal aid for this purpose. (See Tables 10, 11, 14 and 17.)

D. Conclusions and Suggestions

Accounting and Reporting in Relation to
Emerging Developments

School accounting and reporting serves to provide evidence that public
funds have been received and used in accordance with law and good
practice, and to provide some information for fiscal planning and
appraisal. It is with respect to the second of these purposes that
emerging developments are relevant.

Traditionally, "fiscal planning and appraisal" has consisted largely of
preparing the annual budget for a school system and comparing ex-
penditure levels from year to year and among similar school systems.
Occasionally, forecasts of requirements and revenues over a number
of years have been made. There have been some cost-quality studies
in which the total expenditures of school systems or the expenditures
for such components as teachers' salaries, classroom supplies or
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libraries have been considered in relationship to some measures of
pupil performance, community satisfaction or teachers' innovativeness.
To facilitate such planning and appraisal activities it is essential that
accounting definitions and classifications be reasonably uniform and
that they be applied to the three functions of budgeting, accounting and
reporting This stage of development was reached, or at least approxi-
mated, with respect to general school accounting when a handbook for
fiscal reporting was widely adopted following its publication in 1957 by
the U. S. Office of Education.

Since the traditional and still basic goal of education- -the preservation
of a dynamic free society- - provided no guidance as to the amounts or
kinds of education needed, evaluation and planning generally have been
done in the light of such criteria as pupil performance tests, years of
schooling provided, instructional practices used, and even community
satisfaction.

In order to analyze fiscal inputs in relation to these outcomes, account-
ing systems were considered adequate when they separated expenditures
for current and capital costs, educational and auxiliary services and for
the functions of administration, instruction, building maintenance, etc.
However, there is currently emerging a new concern that educational
planning be characterized by (1) more insightful goal identification,
(2) use of more concrete information as a basis for decision-making,
and (3) studies in which the more subtel input-output factors are re-
lated in analyses of alternative programs and uses of resources. These
concerns have been consolidated in the planning-programming-budgeting
system, or PPBS, which has been derived from Operation Research and
Systems Analysis. *

Concomitant with the planning-programming-budgeting system, there
have been a number of developments related to the economics of edu-
cation which support the view that returns on many aspects of the in-
vestment in education are measurable and can be compared with the
returns on other uses of resources and that, perhaps, returns on al-
ternate educational uses can be compared. Regardless of whether
these developments continue in the form and directions indicated here,
it does appear inevitable that pressures will be increased for more
comprehensive educational planning, conscious attention to goals and

* U. S. Bureau of the Budget: Bulletin 66-3, Plannin -Pro lgamming:
Budgeting, Oct. 12, 1965. U. S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D. C.
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their achievement, and the systematic weighing of whatever information
is relevant.

The major implications of these developments for reporting procedures
for vocational education financing justify the following suggestions:

1. States and Federal representatives should work together
to develop standard definitions and terminology related
to vocational - technical education.

2. Each state should make a more determined effort to
identify and outline in meaningful terms appropriate
goals and objectives of vocational education.

3. Each state should establish valid procedures for
measuring progress toward achieving their goals and
objectives of vocational education.

4. State and Federal representatives should cooperate in
establishing and implementing an accounting and reporting
procedure that will assure the availability of complete in-
formation regarding the expenditures for, and costs of,
all major aspects of vocational-technical education from
Federal, state, local and other sources. This information
should include at least the following:

a. All costs and revenues for vocational education should
&supplied. The larger school district should de-
termine unit costs of such programs.

b. All vocational programs should be reported. Separate
reports should be made for local and state programs
not related to Federal programs under the Smith-
Hughes, George - Barden or Vocational Education Act
of 1963.

c. The costs reported for each program should include
amounts for administration, instruction, other pupil
services, building operation, building maintenance,
etc. When some of these costs are determined by
pro rata allocation for several programs, the basis
should be as uniform as possible.

5. Expenditures for administration, supervision, research,
teacher education and other services ancillary to instruction
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should be reported separately from those of the school
operating agencies--whether they be state, area or local
in their scope.

6. The most relevant information concerning the benefits of
these programs should be reported--at least numbers en-
rolled, graduated, placed and continuing in the occupation,
or a related occupation.

7. Information from the above accounting and reporting pro-
cedures should be utilized more consciously and meaning-
fully in the decision-making and planning process. This
could result in a practical program-planning-budgeting
system for vocational education services.

This study provides considerable evidence that of all funds expended
for vocational-technical education, a very large percent is used at the
point of program operation, the local school program. This is par-
ticularly true of Federal funds where 92% of all these funds were used
for either school construction, program equipment, or program opera-
tion. This may be a very unique achievement for Federal funds used in
all states and in such large amounts.

Suggestions for Further Study

The study of the 24 states should be made for all fifty states after one
or two more years of experience in the use of their larger amounts
under fewer restrictions of time limitations and program classification.

Studies should be made of accounting and reporting expenditures for all
vocational education program costs.

As better information is developed as to the outcomes of vocational
instruction, cost-benefit relationships should be developed and the
methods of reporting made standard. Probably the place to begin such
studies would be in cities*with adequate and competent accounting and
program evaluation staffs.

A study should be made of the policies and practices for the distribution
of state and Federal funds to agencies and activities within each state.

Great strides have been made in the reporting of fiscal and enrollment
data by the states in recent years. The major needs for improvements
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now rest with the local school district and their desire and knowledge
of the use of reporting for the improvement of the decision-making
process.

E. Tabular Sunrnae,es of Data
AMR'S M.G. Mt.71=111011MIENII61111=112

These tables provide data for all fifty stites nd attempt to show trends.
These trends are shown for every rhrce-year period from 1953-54
school year to the latest year for which information is available, school
year 1965-66.

The data are taken from the pig. est of Annual Reports of State Boards
for Vocational Education or the more recent annua rep-a-ozew
FrActivities Tr' Federally Aided ProgramsVocational and TEEM al'wril!1!=11

NODaucation

The most recent of these reports, 1964-65 and 1965-66, had not been
printed at the time of this study and some of the data have been changed
since these tabulations were made. Therefore, some lack of consis-
tency may appear between these data and later publication of the basic
reports from which these data have been taken. It is believed that these
changes will not appreciably change the percentages given or make any
of the conclusions invalid.

It is expected that these data will be reviewed at the time of the final
publication of the annual reports and that any wide distribution of this
report will not be made until any such changes have been detected and
corrections made.

Some of the totals on these tables will not :orrespond to the totals of
the annual reports because data for only the fifty states are included.
(Guam, Virgin Islands, District of Columbia, Canal Zone and Puerto
Rico are not included in these tables.)
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These tables provide data and analysis for 24 states studied to compare
changes in expenditures for major agencies and activities within these
states between school years 1962-63 and 1965-66. These data are
taken from much more detailed reports than the annual summary of
State Boards of Education reports. The major sources were 1) basic
annual reports, 2) a study by Munse* of distribution of expenditures
in 1962-63, 3) a tabular form used as an interview guide for a con-
sultation with selected state directors and their fiscal officer and
4) other interviews and official reports.

In some instances these data may not completely agree with the data
in the previous tables (Tables 1 to 4), because the data came from
different sources. In some instances, changes were made in the
basic data .after these details were collected which were reflected in
the Federal summary, but were not available for these tabulations.

* Op. cit.
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Tables 5 to 12 show the amounts and percentage of source of funds of
expenditures for school years 1962-63 and 1965-66.

- 257 -



TABLE 5

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR ALL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES AND FUNCTIONS--

Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source, and
Percentage Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied-- 1962-63
1 1965-66 % In-

creaseedians and Ran-
-es b reion Amount

-ercent from

Amount
Percent from

Fed oc Fed Sta Loc1963-66

1 orth East

Maine 849 19 58 23 2579 41 41 18' 94
Massachusetts 11631 8 43 49 26415 19 (a) (a) 127
New York 23663 16 35 49 77889 24 37 39 215
Pennsylvania 11864 23 16 61 40329 31 18 51 240
Vermont 957 27 25 48 2108 30 43 27 121

1 edian 19 35 49 30 39 33 127

-ange: Lowest 8 16 23 19 18 18 94
Highest 27 58 61 41 43 51 240

outh

Georgia 9164 14 39 47 19721 32 31 37 91
Kentucky 5942 16 80 4 13587 37 50 13 114
Mississippi 4917 21 33 46 11223 38 24 38 126
North Carolina 13378 17 56 27 29676 29 47 24 133
Oklahoma 7286 13 12 75 13056 28 9 63 78

edian 17 39 46 32 31 37 114

range:
Lowest
Highest

13

21
12

80
4

75
28

1I38

9

50

13 78
63 133

torth Central

Indiana 6380 21 12 67 16042 35 11 54 152
Iowa 5121 28 22 50 8277 38 19 43 77
Nebraska 2145 26 33 41 4390 44 21 35 81
North Dakota 1718 19 48 33 3604 26 419 26 100
Ohio 10705 21 45 34 32123 33 30 37 209

edian 21 33 41 35 21 37 100

range: Lowest 19 12 33 26 11 26 77
Highest 28 48 67 44 48 54 207



TABLE 5 (cont'd)

States studied- 1962-63 1965-66 % In-
crease
1963-66

edians and Ran
-es b re -ion

l'ercentfro Percent fro
Amount ed Sta Lo Amount Fed Lo

eat

California 23056 17 3 80 61068 27 1 72 165
Colorado 2767 21 17 62 6194 38 9 53 123
Idaho 1650 24 39 37 2940 38 23 39 78
Nevada 1099 24 18 58 4763 12 7 81 335
New Aexico 1394 22 14 64 4150 38 6 56 180
Oregon 2337 24 34 42 8046 33 31 36 220
Utah 1736 10 42 48 5990 24 27 49 128
Washington 7679 14 21 65 14397 25 26 49 88
Wyoming 763 23 8 691 740 37 3 60 110

edian 22 18 62 33 9 53 128

langes
Lowest 10 3 37 12 1 36 78
Highest 24 42 80 38 31 81 335

V

11 States
studied

1 edian 21 33 49 32 24 39 125

Range: Lowest
Highest

8

28

3

80
4

80
12

44
1

50

13

81
77

335

(a) Due to pending litigation, the amounts of state aid to
Massachusetts school districts for current expenses for
vocational education were not known at the time of this
report.



TABLE 6

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR ALL STATE LEVEL VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION AGENCIES AND FUNCTIONS--

Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source, and
Percentage Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied-
1 edians and Ran
es b reion

1962-63 1965-66 % In
creas
1963-6.Amount

Perc t fro Percent fro
Fedsl State Amount Fed']. Stat

orth East

Maine 100 49 51 130 50 50 30
Massachusetts 279 61 39 388 71 29 39
New York 929 52 48 5329 17 83 474
Pennsylvania 1053 52 .48 1984 44 56 89
Vermont 99 46 54 141 45 55 42

edian 52 48 45 55 42

1-ange Lowest 46 39 17 29 30
Highest 61 54 71 83 474

oath

Georgia 565 24 76 877 46 54 55
Kentucky 468 68 32 778 56 44 66
Mississippi 508 46 54 698 47 53 37
North Carolina 815 19 81 1080 40 60 33
Oklahoma 447 47 53 861 48 52 93

edian 46 54 47 53 55
Lowest

1ange:
Highest

1F

68
32

81
40
56

44
60

33

93

orth Central

Indiana 555 42 58 920 45 55 66
Iowa 353 43 57 857 49 51 143
Nebraska 219 39 61 363 40 60 66
North Dakota 127 33 67 352 27 73 177
Ohio 807 78 22 1294 75 25 60

1 edian 42 58 45 55 66

1ange: Lowest 33 22 27 25 60
Highest 78 67 75 73. 177



TABLE 6 (cont'd)

States studied- 1962-63 1965-66 % In-
creaeeedians and Ran

es b re ion
erc- from Percent from

ount ed'l State Amount ed'l State1963-66

est

California 1247 56 44 1645 64 36 32
Colorado 358 40 60 569 48 52 58
Idaho 190 11 89 293 26 74 54
Nevada 133 12 88 199 12 88 50
New Mexico 148 20 80 306 56 44 107
Oregon 250 8 92 474 55 45 90
Utah 235 29 71 439 57 43 87
Washington 509 29 71 886 47 53 74
Wyoming 11J 50 50 240 76 24 112

1 edian 29 71 56 45 74

Range: Lowest
Highest

8
56

44
92

12
76

24
88

32

112

'11 States
studied

1 edian 43 54 47 53 59

Range: Lowest
Highest

8

78
22

92
12

76
24
88

30

474



TABLE 7

EXPENDITURES FOR OPERATION OF STATE DIVISIONS OF VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION--Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source
and Percentage Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied--
Medians and Ran-

es b relon

1962-63 1965 -66 % In-
creas,
963-6.jount

Percehtfrom Percent from
Fed'lState Amount Fed'l State

North East

Maine 87 49 51 88 50 50 1
Massachusetts 279 61 39 354 69 31 27
New York 642 53 47 4977 14 86 675
Pennsylvania 595 54 46 791 61 39 33
Vermont 75 48 52 112 44 56 50

Median 53 47 50 50 50

Range:
Lowest
Highest

48
61

39
52

14

69
31

86
1

675

South

Georgia 424 26 74 709 51 49 67
Kentucky 269 71 29 516 56 44 92
Mississippi 330 61 39 430 52 48 30
North Carolina 426 1 99 718 42 58 69
Oklahoma 330 49 51 664 49 51 101

Median 49 51 51 49 69
LowestRange:
Highest

1

71
29
99

42
56

44
58

30
101

North Central

Indiana 120 49 51 235 55 45 96
Iowa 165 50 50 476 50 50 189
Nebraska 134 37 63 188 37 63 40
North Dakota 51 18 82 116 40 60 127
Ohio 387 90 10 539 84 16 39

edian 49 51 50 50 96
Lowest

111_ ange: Highest
18
90

10

82
37

84
16
63

39
189



TABLE 7 (cont'd)

States studied--
edians and Rangy

es by re ion

1952-63 1965-66 % In-
creasePercent fro 1-ercent from

Amount Fed'l Stat = Amount led '1 Statelagaag
est

California 993 59 41 1461 66 34 47
Colorado 215 44 56 273 38 62 27
Idaho 123 2 98 166 13 87 35
Nevada 106 4 96 166 7 93 57
New Mexico 133 18 82 256 56 44 92
Oregon 168 - 100 196 22 78 17
Utah 190 25 75 264 44 56 39
Washington 415 25 75 653 46 54 57
Wyoming 75 53 47 149 93 7 99
Median 25 75 44 56 47

Lowest 0 41 7 7 17Range:
Highest 59 100 93 93 99

All States
studied

Median 49 51 50 50 57
Range: Lowest

Highest
0

90
10

100
7

93
7

93
1

675
..



TABLE 8

EXPENDITURES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION BY STATE AGENCIES- -
Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source, and
Percentage Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied--
edians and Ran-

=1.....E.mm-ammr-v.
1962-63 1965-66 % In-

creaseercent from Percent from
es b reion

orth East

Amount Fed' State Amount Fed r1 State 63-66

Maine 13 46 54 32 50 50 146
Massachusetts NE - - 1 100 0
New York 287 * 51 49 352 60 40 23
Pennsylvania 458 50 50 1081 29 71 136
Vermont 24 42 58 29 52 48 21

edian 46 50 52 48 85

1ange Lowest 0 0 29 0 21
Highest 51 58 100 71 146

South

Georgia 141 20 80 168 23 77 19
Kentucky 199 64 36 228 56 44 15
Mississippi 178 19 81 257 38 62 44
North Carolina 389 38 62 362 37 63 -7
Oklahoma 117 41 59 197 42 58 68

'edian 38 62 38 62 19

range: Lowest 19 36 23 44 -7
Highest 64 81 56 77 68

Iorth Central

Indiana 350 39 61 685 42 58 96
Iowa 186 37 63 310 36 64 67
Nebraska 85 42 58 175 44 56 106
North Dakota 76 43 57 236 21 79 211
Ohio 399 66 -34 727 68 32 82

42 58 42 58 96

anger Lowest 37 34 21 32 67
Highest 66 63 68 79 211
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TABLE 8 (cont'd)

States studied- 1962-63 I 1965 -66 ',In
2reaaMedians and Ran

-es b re -ion

Percent f Percent from
';,_!. ' = Amount Fed'l State10-3-66

est

California 254 47 53 184 50 50 -28
Colorado 135 30 70 164 32 68 22
Idaho 67 25 75 127 43 57 90
Nevada 27 45 55 33 33 67 22
New Mexico 15 40 60 50 52 48 233
Oregon 82 23 77 43 46 54 38
Utah 45 47 53 95 56 44 111
Washington 94 48 52 228 50 50 143
Wyoming 38 45 55 91 48 52 139

Median 45 55 48 52 90

Range: Lowest
Highest

23
48

52
77

32
56

44
68

-28
233

All States
studied

Median 42 58. 45 55 72

Range: Lowest 0 0 21 0 -28
Highest 66 81 100 79 233

...._

00' Infinite increase because of base of zero.



TABLE 9

EXPENDITURES FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION RESEARCH BY STATE AGENCIES
Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source, and Percentage

Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied-
Medians and Ran

-es b reion

1962-63 1965-66 1,4 In-

ount
Percart from Percent from crease
Fed' State Amount Fed' State 1963-66

North East

NE - - 10 50 50Maine
Massachusetts NE - - 33 91 9
NAng York NE - - NE -

Pennsylvania NE - I - 111 73 27
Vermont NE - - NE - -

Median 50 27

Range: Lowest - - 0 0

Highest - - 91 50 ee

South

NE - - NE - - -Georgia
Kentucky NE - - 34 59 41 .0

Mississippi NE - - 11 55 45 00
North Carolina NE - - NE - -
Oklahoma NE - - NE - - -

Median 0 0 0
Lowest - - 0 0 0

Range:
Highest 59 45 cw

North Central

Indiana 85 100 - NE - -
Iowa 2 0 100 71 100 0 3450
Nebraska NE - - NE - -
North Dakota NE - - NE - -
Ohio 21 100 0 28 96 4 33

Median 0 0 0 0 0

Range: Lowest 0 0 0 0 0
Highest 100 100 100 4 3450
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TABLE 9 (cont'd)

States studied--
edians and Ran-
es by re ion

1962-63 1965-66 % In-1

ount
Percent from,

Stat Amount
Percent from crease

Ped'l Ped'l State1963-66

est

California NE - - NE - - -
Colorado 8 100 0 132 9C 10 1550
Idaho NE - - NE - -

Nevada NE - - NE - - -
New Mexico NE - - NE - - -

Oregon NE - - 165 100 0 013

Utah NE - - 80 100 0 00
Washington NE - - 5 40 60 "
Wyoming NE - - NE - -

&Um. 0 0 0 0

Range: Lowest 0 0 0 0
Highest 100 100 60 1550

11 States

0 0 0 0 0

studied

edian

Range: Lowest
Highest

0

100
0

100
0

100
0

100
0

3450

NE No Expenditures

00 Infinite increase because of base of zero.
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TABLE 10

EXPENDITURES FOR VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS' CURRENT EXPENSES
Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source and

Percentage Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied- 1962-63 1965-66 % In-
creaseMedians and Ran

es by Re ion ount
Percent :From Percent from
Fed Sta Loc Amount Fed Sta Loc1963-66

North East

Maine 1258 16 59 25 1687 25 48 27 34
Massachusetts 10445 6 45 45 17641 13 (a) (a) 69
New York 21898 11 36 53 57510 12 39 49 119
Pennsylvania 10160 17 13 70 18015 26 11 63 86
Vermont 831 24 22 54 1152 17 37 46 39

Median 16 36 53 17 38 48 69

Range: Lowest 6 13 25 12 11 27 34
Highest 24 59 70 26 45 63 119

South

7771 13 27 60 14713 24 27 49 89.Georgia
Kentucky 6042 12 84 4 8818 21 72 7 46
Mississippi 4315 17 30 53 5387 31 26 43 25
North Carolina 11876 15 55 30 23107 26 46 28 95
Oklahoma 6677 10 8 82 9178 21 6 73 38

Median 13 30 53 24 27 43 46

Range: Lowest 10 8 4 21 6 7 25
Highest 17 84 82 31 72 73 95

North Central

Indiana 5495 17 8 75 7507 19 16 65 37
Iowa 4063 25 24 51 7188 35 14 51 77
Nebraska 1857 27 19 54 3097 43 16 41 67
North Dakota 2271 18 47 35 3669 18 54 28 62
Ohio 9474 15 48 37 16659 17 56 27 76

Median 18 24 51 19 16 41 67
Lowest 15 8 35 17 14 27 37

Range:
Highest 27 48 75 43 56 65 77
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TABLE 10 (cont 1d)

States studied- 1962-63 965-66 % In-
crease
1963-66

Medians and Ran
ges by region

Percert from rer., from
ount Fed Sta Loc Amount ed StaLoc

West

California 20593 12 1 87 48537 22 0 78 136
Colorado 2283 17 8 75 4210 33 6 61 85
Idaho 1415 24 32 44 2287 38 18 44 62
Nevada 910 24 9 67 1670 27 3 70 84
New Mexico 1121 20 7 73 2510 39 1 60 124
Oregon 2019 26 28 46 5181 25 33 42 156
Utah 2321 9 36 55 4365 24 14 62 88
Washington 6632 11 18 71 11814 20 27 53 78
Wyoming 650 18 1 81 979 23 0 77 51

Median 18 9 71 25 6 61 85
LowestRange:
Highest

9

26
1

36
44
87

20
39

0

33
42
78

51

156

All States
studied

Median 17 27 54 24 18 49 77
LowestRange:
Highest

I

27 84 87 43 72 78
25

166

(a) Due to pending litigation, the amounts of state aid to
Massachusetts school districts for current expenses for
vocational education were not knomnat the time of this
repott.
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TABLE 11

EXPENDITURES FOR VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS' CAPITAL OUTLAY--
Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source, and
Percentage Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied-- 1962-63 1965-66 % In-
crease
1963-66

Medians and Ran-
es b re ion Amount

Percent from

Amount
Percent:from

Fed Sta Loc Fed Sta Loc

North East

Maine 14 100 0 0 842 70 27 3 5914
Massachusetts 908 14 0 86 8387 31 1 68 824
New York 835 99 0 1 11717 89 8 3 1303
Pennsylvania 652 64 0 36 19430 35 21 44 2880
Vermont 26 50 42 8 815 45 51 4 3035

edian 64 0 8 45 21 4 2880

Range: Lowest 14 0 0 31 1 3 824
Highest 100 42 86 89 1 68 5914

South

Georgia 2644 15 69 16 5327 52 37 11 101
Kentucky 69 52 48 0 4468 67 7 26 6375
Mississippi 94 50 50 0 5012 45 19 36 5232
North Carolina 687 45 55 0 6919 38 44 18 997
Oklahoma 221 50 39 11 3117 44 6 50 1306

edian 50 50 0 45 19 26 1306
Lowest

Range:
Highest

15
52

39
69

0

16
38
67

6

44
11
50

101
6374

North Central

Indiana 330 50 2 48 7674 50 1 49 2225
Iowa 705 35 0 65 1003 50 0 50 42
Nebraska 348 12 88 0 935 50 23 27 169
North Dakota NE 769 63 9 28 OQ
Ohio 424 54 27 19 15171 48 2 50 3478

edian 35 2 19 50 2 49 1197

Range: Lowest 0 0 0 48 0 27 42
Highest 54 88 65 63 23 50 3478
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TABLE 11 (cont'd)

States studied- 1962-63 1965-66
cressMedians and Ran

ges by region
'Per

' ount
ent rom Percent rom

Fed Sta Loc Amount Fed Sta oc1963-6

West

California 1216 51 0 49 10886 47 0 53 795
Colorado NE 1471 50 0 50 0*
Idaho 45 71 29 0 360 46 14 40 700
Nevada 56 46 0 54 2894 3 4 93 5068
New Mexico 124 50 0 50 1087 31 6 63 777
Oregon 67 50 0 50 1812 50 22 28 2604
Utah 151 3 87 10 1366 16 62 22 805
Washington 539 50 0 50 1732 50 0 50 221
Wyoming f* 50 0 50 387 48 0 52 824

Median 50 0 50 47 4 50 795

Range: Lowest 0 0 0 3 0 22 221
Highest 71 87 54 50 62 93 5068

I

All States
studied

Median 50 0 15 48 8 42 1303
Lowest 0 0 0 3 0 3 42

Range: Highest 100 88 86 89 62 93 6374

00 Infinite increase because of base of zero.

"f" indicates less than $500.
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TABLE 12

EXPENDITURES FOR ALL VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS' EXPENSES, BOTH CURRENT
AND CAPITAL--Amounts (in thousands), Percent by Source,

and Percentage Increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66

States studied-- 1962-63 1965-66 % In-
crease
1963-61

Medians and Ran-
gas by219ion

[Percentfrom
Amount Fed

Percent from
Sta Loc Amount Fed Stai oc

North East

Maine 1272 17 58 25 2529 40 41 19 99
Massachusetts 11353 7 43 50 26028 19 (a) (a) 129
New York 22733 14 34 52 69227 25 34 41 205
Pennsylvania 10812 20 13 67 38345 30 16 54 253
Vermont 857 24 23 53 1967 29 42 29 130

Median 17 34 52 29 38 35 130

Range: Lowest
Highest

7

24
13

58

251
67

19
30

16

42
19
54

99
253

South
10415 14 37 49 20040 32 30 38 92Georgia

Kentucky 6111 12 84 4 13286 36 50 14 117
Mississippi 4409 18 31 51 10399 38 22 40 136
North Carolina 12563 16 55 29 30026 29 46 25 139
Oklahoma 6898 11 9 80 12295 27 6 67 79

Median 14 37 49 32 30 38 117

Range: Lowest 11 9 4 27 6 14 79
Highest 18 84 80 38 50 61 139

*

North Central

Indiana 5825 19 7 74 15181 35 8 57 161
Iowa 4768 26 20 54 8192 37 15 48 72
Nebraska 223!) 25 30 45 4032 45 17 38 83
North Dakota 2271 18 47 35 4438 26 46 28 95
Ohio 9898 17 47 36 1830 32 30 38t 222

Median 19 30 45 37 17 38 95
LowestRange:
Highest

17

26
7

47
35
74

26
45

8
4e.

28
I 57

'72

222
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TABLE 12 (cont'd)

States studied--
Medians and Ran-

es by region

1962-63 1965-66 % In-
creasePercent from Percent from

Amount ,Fed Sta Loc ount Fed Sta Loc1963-66

West

California 21809 14 1 85 59423 26 0 74 172
Colorado 2283 17 8 75 5681 37 5 58 148
Idaho 1460 26 32 42 2647 39 18 43 81
Nevada 966 26 8 66 4564 12 4 84 374
New Mexico 1245 23 6 71 3E97 37 2 61 189
Oregon 2086 27 27 46 6993 32 30 38 235
Utah 2472 9 39 52 5731 22 25 53 132
Washington 7171 14 17 69 13546 24 24 52 89
Wyoming 650 18 1 81 1366 30 0 70 110
Median 18 8 69 30 5 58 148

Lowest 9 1 42 12 0 38 81Range:
Highest 26 39 85 39 30 84 374

.
,

.
.

.

All States
studied

Median 18 29 52 31 23 43 132

Range: Lowest 7 1 4 12 0 14 72
Highest 26 84 85 45 50 84 374

(a) Due to pending litigation, the amounts of state aid to
Massachusetts school districts for current expenses for
vocational education were not known at the time of this
report.
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Tables 13 ,to 18 show the percentage distribution of expenditures for
major agencies and activities for school years 1962-63 and 1965-66
and the percentage increase during this period.

i



TABLE 13

PERCENT OF ALL REPORTED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION EXPENDITURES
FOR MAJOR AGENCIES AND FUNCTIONS IN 1962-63 AND 1965-66

States stu-
died--togethe
with Medians
and Ranges
b relon

1962-63 1965-66
tate-encies Schools tate'-ncie Schools
Di

o
c

d
,

TOT
AL

TOT

AL

i

o
d

ch
d

'

Tar
AL

Ca
Out
la

1 orth East
Maine 0 7 1 92 93 A 1 f* 5 32 63 95
Massachusett= 2 0 2 8 90 98 1 f 1 32 67 99
New York 3 0 4 3 93 96 7 f 0 7 16 77 93
Pennsylvania 5 A 0 9 5 86 91 2 3 5 48 47 95
Vermont 8 0 10 3 87 90 5 2 0 7 39 54 93

edian 5 0 7 3 90 93 5 2 f 6 36 59 94
Lowest 2 4 0 2 1 86 90 2 f 0 5 16 47 93range:
Highes 8 4 0 10 8 93 98 7 3 f 7 48 77 95

outh

Georgia 4 1 0 5 24 71 95 3 1 0 4 26 70 96
Kentucky 4 3 0 7 1 92 93 4 2 f 6 32 62 94
Mississippi 7 3 0 10 2 88 90 4 2 0 6 45 49 94
No. Carolina 3 3 0 6 5 89 94 1 2 1 0 3 22 75 97
Oklahoma 42.in 63 91 94 5 1 0 6 24 70 94

edian 4 3 0 6 3 89 94 4 1 0 6 26 70 94

range: Lowest 3 1 0 5 1 71 90 2 1 0 3 22 49 94
Highes 7 3 0 10 24 92 95 5 2 f 6 45 75 97

lorth Central

Indiana 2 6 1 9 5 86 91 2 4 0 6 47 47 94
Iowa 3 4 f 7 14 79 93 5 3 1 9 11 80 91
Nebraska 6 3 0 9 14 77 91 4 4 0 8 22 70 92
North Dakota 2 3 0 5 95 95 1 2 5 0 7 16 77 93
Ohio 4 4 f 8 4 88 92 2 2 f 4 46 50 96

edian 3 4 f 8 5 86 92 2 4 0 7 22 70 93

range: Lowest 2 3 0 5 0 77 91 2 2 0 4 11 47 91
Highes 6 6 1 9 14 95 95 5 5 1 9 47 80 96
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TABLE 13 (cone d)

States stu- 1962-63
...,....

1965-66
diedtogetherState Agencies Schools Stabs Agencies Schools
with Medians DivTchiRe, Cap2ur

TOT
DivTch Re

TOT
CapCur

TOTand Ranges
by region

Vo
Ed

Ed
Ag

sea
rch `I"

Out
la

Ex
en "a"

Vo
Ed

Ed
kg_

sea
rchl

AL
Out
layren

Ex
AL
raai

Vest

California 4 1 0 5 6 89 95 2 0 0 2 18 80 98
Colorado 8 9 f 17 0 83 83 4 3 2 9 24 67 91
Idaho 7 4 0 11 3 86 89 6 4 10 12 78 90
Nevada 10 2 0 12 5 83 88 3 1 0 4 61 35 96
New Mexico 10. 1 0 11 9 80 89 7 1 0 8 28 64 92
Oregon 7 4 0 11 3 86 89 3 1 2 6 24 70 94
Utah 7 2 0 9 5 86 91 4 2 1 7 22 71 93
Washington 6 1 0 7 7 86 93 4 2 0 6 12 82 94
Wyoming 10 5 15 0 85 85 9 6 0 15 24 61 85

Median 5 2 0 11 5 86 89 4 2 0 7 24 70 93

Range: Lowest 4 1 0 5 0 80 83 2 0 0 2 12 35 85
Highest 10 9 f 17 9 89 95 9 6 2 15 61 82 981

A A 1 a . IP

All States
studied

Median 6 3 0 8 5 86 4 2 0 6 24170 94
Lowest

Ran ge:
Highest

2

10
0

9

0

1

2

17

0
24

71
95

83
98

2

9

0

6

0

2

2

15
11135
61 82

85
98

A %11110

"f" indicates a percentage of less than .5%.



TABLE 14

PERCENT OF FEDERAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNDS EXPENDED
MAJOR AGENCIES AND FUNCTIONS IN 1962-63 AND 1965-66

States stu- 1962 -63 1965- 6
died--togethe.
with Medians
and Rang es

la a ion
1

tate Agencie Schools tateAqenci- Schools
41 ich
o d

q

R-

se-

rc

TOT

AL

Ca
Du

riroTpi
EX
.en AL

Vo
d

c

d
q

Re
ea
c

TOT
AL

amour
ut
aspen

Ex AL

North East

Maine .
. 2 s 18 76 82 2 0 6 5 39 94

Massachusett- 1: 0 ' 18 69 82 0 0 5 5, 43 95
New York 4 13 22 65 87 1 0 5 5: 37 95
Pennsylvania 12 8 ' 20 1. 64 80 2 1 7 5 39 93
Vermont 14 4 0 18 77 82 2 0 10 5. 31 90

Median 14 4 0 18 13 69 82 2 0 6 5- 39 94

Range: Lowest 9 0 ' 13 5 64 80 0 0 5 54 31 90
Highes.

ill=r

18 8 0 20 22 77 87 2 1 10 5. 43 95

South

Georgia 7 2 0 9 25 66 91 5 1 0> 6 4 53 94
Kentucky 18 12 0 30 3 67 70 61 2 f 8 57 35 92
Mississippi 20 3 0 23 5 72 77 V 2 0 7 5 40 93
No. Carolina 1 6 0 7 14 79 93 3 2 0 5 2* 66 95
Oklahoma 17 5 0 22 11 67 78 9 2 0 11 36 53 89

Median 17 5 0 22 11 67 78 5 2 0 7 41 53 93

Range: Lowest
Highes

1

20
2

12

0

0

7

30

3

25
66
79

70
93

3 1

2

0 5

f 11
2*

57
35
66

89
95

girth Central

Indiana 5 10 3 18 12 70 82 2 5 0 7 68 25 93
Iowa 6 5 0 11 17 72 89 7 3 2 12 14 74 88
Nebraska 8 5 0 13 7 80 87 4 4 0 8 24 68 92
North Dakota 2 7 0 9 0 91 91 A 4 0 8 39 53 92
Ohio 15 11 1 27 10u63 73 5 4 f 9 66 25 91

Median 7 0 13 10 72 87 4 4 0 8 39 53 92

Range: Lowest
Highes

2

15
5

11
0

3

9

27
0 63

17 91
73
91

2

7

3

5

0 7

2 12
14
68

25
74

88
93

-"-
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TABLE 14 (cont'd)

States stu- 1962-63 1965-66
died--togethe State A encies Schools StateA-encies ^chools
with Medians
and Ranges
b re -ion

Di I ch

Vo d
d

Re
sea
rch

TOT
AL

Ca ur
Ou Ex
la ien

TOT
AL

Di
Vo
Ed

ch
Ed
A

R=

se

rc

TOT
AL

CapCur
Out
la,-en

Ex
TO1
AL

West
1

California 1 3 0 18 : 66 82 6 0 0 6 31 63 941
Colorado 1 17 f 34 66 66 4 2 5 11 31 58 89
Idaho 4 0 5 : 87 95 2 5 0 7 15 78 031
Nevada 5 0 6 1' 84 94 2 2 0 4 17 79 (JO
New Mexico : 2 0 10 2' 70 90 9 2 0 11 23 66 89
Oregon 0 3 0 3 = 91 97 2 2 7 11 37 52 89
Utah 17 7 0 24 , 74 76 8 4 5 17 14 69 83
Washington 9 4 0 13 ' 63 87 8 3 0 11 24 65 89
Wyoming 23 10 0 33 67 67 24 7 0 31 31 38 69

Median 9 4 0 13 : 70 87 6 2 0 11 24 65 89
LowestRange: 0 2 0 3 1 63 66 2 0 0 4 14 38 69
Highest 23 17 f 34 24. 91 97 24 7 7 31 37 79 96

r

All States
studied

Median 11 5 0 18 10 70 82 5 2 0 8 37 53 92

Range: Lowest 0 0 0 3 0 63 66 2 0 0 4 14 25 69
Highest 23 17 3 34 25 91 97 24 7 7 31 68 79 96



TABLE 15

PERCENT OF STATE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNDS EXPENDED FOR
MAJOR AGENCIES AND FUNCTIONS IN 1962-63 AND 1965-66

States stu- 1962-63 1965-66
died--togetherSta
with Medians
and Ranges
by region

Agencies Schools tateA4enciea Sc ooi,s
Di

Vo
Ed

c

Ed
g ich

Re
ea

mnniCapCurirTvl

a`''`Out
AL

laypen
Ex w

AL

iVIrchR-TinCa
o
d

Ed
kg

se
TOT
AL

re la

urrn
Ex

,en
`#
AL

North East

Maine 5 1 0 6 0 94 94 4 2 0 6 2 73 94
Massachusetts 2 0 0 2 0 98 98 (a) - (a)

New York 4 2 0 6 0 94 94 15 1 0 16 4 80 84
Pennsylvania 15 12 0 27 0 73 73 4 11 1 16 : 28 84
Vermont 16 6 0 22 4) 74 78 7 2 0 9 4 46 91

Median 5 2 0 6 0 94 94 6 2 0 13 3 60 88

Range: Lowest 2 0 0 2 0 73 73 4 1 0 6 4 28 84
Highest 16 12 0 27 4 98 98 15 11 1 16 5. 80 94

South

Georgia 7 3 0 10 42 48 90 5 2 0 7 3 62 93
Kenticky 2 1 0 3 1 96 97 3 2 f 5 90 95
Mississippi 8 9 0 17 3 80 83 8 6 0 14 3 51 86
No. Carolina 6 3 0 9 5 86 91 3 2 0 5 2 74 95
Oklahoma 19 8 0 27 10 63 73 28 10 0 38 17 45 62

Median 7 3 0 10 5 80 90 5 2 0 7 2 62 93
Lowest 2 1 0 3 1 48 73 3 2 0 5 45 62

Range:
Highest 19 9 0 27 42 96 97 28 10 f 38 3 90 95

porth Central

Indiana 8 29 6 43 1 56 57 6 22 0 28 3 69 72
Iowa 7 10 f 17 0 83 83 14 12 0 26 0 74 74
Nebraska 11 6 0 17 39 44 83 13 11 0 24 23 53 76
North Dakota 4 4 0 8 0 92 92 3 8 0 11 3 86 89
Ohio 1 3 0 4 2 94 96 1 2 f 3 3 94 97

Median 7 6 0 17 1 83 83 6 11 0 24 3 74 76
LowestRange:
Highest

1

11

3

29
0

6

4
43

0

39
44
94

57

96
1 2

14 22
0

f

3

28

0

23

53

94
72
97
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TABLE 15 (cont 'd)

States situ-
died--togethe
with Medilns
and Ranges

immlffiaggillal

West

1962-63 1965-66
StateAencies Schools StateAencies Schools
DivTch
Vo
Ed

Ed
kg

Reimer
sea

rch

CapCur
Out
laypen

Ex
TOT DivTch

Vo Ed
Ed hq

Re
sea

rch

TOT
AL

CapCurToT
Out
la

Ex
en

California 541 17 0 71 0 29 29 61 11 0 72 0 28 28
Colorado 2N 36 0 62 0 38 38 30 20 2 52 0 48 48
Idaho 8 0 27 2 71 73 21 11 0 32 7 61 68
Nevada 5 0 59 0 41 41 46 7 0 53 35 12 47
New Mexico 57 5 0 62 0 38 38 50 11 0 61 30 9 39
Oregon 21 8 0 29 0 71 71 6 3 0 9 17 74 91
Utah 12 2 0 14 12 74 86 9 2 0 11 52 37 39
Washington 20 3 0 23 0 77 77 10 3 0 13 0 87 87
Wyoming 58 34 0 92 0 8 8 17 83 0 100 0 0 0

Median 26 8 0 59 0 41 41 21 11 0 52 7 37 48

kange: Lowest 12 2 0 14 0 8 8 6 2 0 9 0 0 0
Highes. 58 36 092 12 77 86 6 83 2100 52 87 91

All States
studied

Median 12 6 0 17 0 74 80 9 7 0 16 17 61 84

Range: Lowest b 1 0 0 2 0 8 8 1 1 0 3 0 0 0
Highes. 58 36 692 42 98 98 61 83 2 100 56 94 97

(a) Due to pending litigation, the amounts of state aid to
Massachu3etts school districts for current expenses for
vocational education were not known at the time of this
report.
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PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN TOTAL FUNDS EXPENDED FOR MAJOR
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNCTIONS AND AGENCIES

States studied-- ercentagekarease from 1962 -63 to 1965-66
together with Med State Awcy Uses School Uses ALL
inns and Ranges Div Tchr Res TOTAL Cap Cur TOT USE
b re ion o-Ed Educ Out Exi

North East

Maine 1 146 0, 30 5914 34 99 94
Massachusetts 27 se De 39 824 69 129 127
New York 675 23 NE 474 1303 163 205 215
Pennsylvania 33 137 co 89 2880 86 253 240
Vermont 49 21 NE 42 3035 39 130 120

Median 33 80 NE 42 2880 69 130 127

Range: Lowest
Highest

1

675
21
146

SO
472

824
5914

34
63

99
253

94
240

South

Georgia 67 19 NE 55 101 89 92 91
Kentucky 92 14 ele 66 6375 46 117 114
Mississippi 30 44 be 37 5232 25 136 126
North Carolina 69 -7 NE 33 997 95 139 133
Oklahoma 101 68 NE 93 1306 38 79 78

edian 69 19 NE 55 1306 46 117 114

range: Lowest 30 -7 33 101 25 79 78
Highest 101 68 93 6375 95 139 133

orth Central

Indiana 96 96 NE 66 2225 37 161 152
Iowa 19C 67 3450 145 42 77 72 77
Nebraska 40 106 NE 66 168 68 83 81
North Dakota 127 211 NE 177 op 62 95 100
Ohio 39 82 33 60 3478 76 222 209

edian 96 96 NE 66 1197 68 95 100
Lowestrange:
Highest

39
190

67

211
60
177

42
3478

37

77

72

222
77

209
allINI



TABLE 16 (cont'd)

States studied-- Percenta e Increase fraft1962-63 to 1965-6
together with Med State Agency Uses School Uses ALL

USES
ians and Ranges
by region

Div
o-Ed

Tchr
Educ

Res
TOTAL Cap

Outl
Cur
Exp

TOTAL

est

California 47 -28 NE 32 795 136 172 165
Colorado 27 -39 1550 18 om 85 85 123
Idaho 35 90 NE 54 700 62 81 78
Nevada 57 22 NE 50 5068 84 374 335
New Mexico 92 233 NE 107 777 124 189 180
Oregon 17 38 01, 90 260 156 235 220
Utah 39 111 . 87 804 88 132 128
Washington 57 143 IP* 74 221 78 89 88
Wyoming 99 139 NE 112 NE 51 110 110

Median 47 99 NE 74 777 85 132 128

R nge:
Lowest
Highest

17

99
-39
233

18
112

221
068L56

51 81
374

78
335

,11 States
studied

Median 57 75 NE 66 997 77 130 123

Range: Lowest 1 -39 18 45 25 72 77
Highest 75 233 472 375 163 374 335

NE No expenditures

po Infinite increase because of base of zero.



TABLE 17

PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN FEDERAL FUNDS EXPENDED FOR
MAJOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AGENCIES AND FUNCTIONS

States studied--
together with Med-
ians and Ranges
b reion

Percentage Increase from 1962 -63 to 1965-66
State Agency Uses School Uses

Div
o-Ed

TchrlRes
AL

Educ
'TOT

Cap
Outl

Cur
Exp

TOTAL
AL

USE-

North East

Maine 2 167 6. 33 4100 113 370 310
Massachusetts 43 0* 00 61 2052 235 520 438
New York 108 43 NE 88 1158 181 430 386
Pennsylvania 51 36 ft 60 1625 186 446 366
Vermont 36 50 NE 39 186 -2 169 146

edian 43 47 00 60 1625 181 430 366

range: Lowest 2 36 33 186 -2 169 146
Highest 108 167 88 4100 235 520 438

outh

Georgia 229 39 NE 191 609 252 352 337
Kentucky 51 1 00 37 8328 153 536 388
Mississippi 10 188 010 39 4649 119 400 316
North Carolina 4917 -8 NE 185 761 242 319 309
Oklahoma 103 71 NE 96 1135 208 344 290

edian 103 39 NE 96 1135 208 352 316
Lowest

ran ge: 10 -8 37 609 119 319 290
Highest 4917 188 191 8328 252 536 388

orth Central

Indiana 117 386 NE 77 2232 53 382 327
Iowa 190 63 0, 179 103 150 141 145
Nebraska 43 114 NE 73 1012 164 229 208
North Dakota 411 52 NE 129 .0 63 181 176
Ohio 29 88 29 54 3101 90( 500 377

edian 117 88 NE 77 1122 90 229 208

range: Lowest 29 52 54 103 53 141 145
Highest 411 386 179

i

3101 164 500 377
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TABLE 17 (cont'd)

mimin==m.m.m..==..
States studied--
together with Med-
iana and Ranges

by region

Percentage increase from 1962-63 to 1965-66
State Agency Uses I School Uses ALL

USES
Div
Voc-Ed

Tchr
Educ

Res TOTAL Cap
Outl

Cur
Exp

TOTAL

est

65 -23

,

NE 50 727 318 399 335California
Colorado 9 -43 1395 41 00 265 455 315
Idaho 633 218 NE 280 421 153 176 181
Nevada 200 -8 NE 44 288 106 125 120
NEN Mexico 500 333 NE 467 448 345 367 377
Oregon NE 174 so 1280 2645 146 297 326
Utah 144 152 00P 262 4320 395 487 432
Washington 191 153 410 181 220 237 232 226
Wyoming 248 159 NE 221 80 91 253 242

Aedian 191 153 NE 221 448 237 297 315

ange: Lowest NE -43 41 220 91 125 120
Highest 633 333 1280 4320 395 487 432

11 States
Studied

1

Median 106 71 NE 83 1135 153 352 316

Range: Lowest NE -43 33 103 -2 125 120
Highest 4917 386 1280 8328 395 536 438

NE No expenditures

oo Infinite increase because of base of zero.



TABLE 18

PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN STATE FUNDS EXPENDED FOR MAJOR
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AGENCIES AND FUNCTIONS

States studied--
together with Med

ercentage Increase frin 1962-63 to 1965 -66
State Agency Uses School Uses

ALL
USES

ians and Ranges
b re.lon

Div Tchr
Educ

Res
TOTAJ Cap

Outer
Cur
Ex

TOTS
__IVo-Ed

lorth East

__,_

Maine ±0 130 °go 28 Ole 8 39 39
Massachusetts 2 NE 00 5 OW (a) (a) (a)

New York 1310 1 NE 896 r 186 198 236
Pennsylvania 12 236 Coo 120 00 46 343 283
Vermont 62 ±0 NE 45 3655 131 330 269

edian 12 66 Owl 45 GPO 89 264 253

Range:
Lowest 0 0 5 8 39 39
Highest 1310 236 I 896 186 343 283

South

Georgia 11 14 NE 12 5 93 28 50
Kentucky 193 39 04, 119 900 25 30 33
Mississippi 61 10 cft 36 1913 7 74 68
North Carolina -1 -6 NE -3 704 64 99 90
Oklahoma 99 67 NE 90 136 -2 17 37

edian 61 14 NE 36 704 25 30 50

range: Lowest -1 -6 -3 5 -2 17 33
Highest 193 67 119 1913 93 99 90

lorth Central

Indiana 75 85 NE 58 614 182 189 133
Iowa 187 70 NE 116 NE 33 33 48
Nebraska 39 100 NE 161 -31 37 5 15
North Dakota 67 333 NE 201 00 85 92 100
Ohio 132 73 00 86 139 107 108 107

edian 75 85 NE 116 139 85 92 100

range: Lowest 39 70 58 -31 33 5 15
Highest 187 333 201 614 182 189 133
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TABLE 18 (cont'd)

States studied-- Percentage Increase frmn1962-63 to 1965-66
together with Med. State A ency Uses ( School Uses
fans and Ranges Div Tchr es Cap Cur ALL
by region Vo-Ed Educ TOTAL Outl Exp TOTAL USES

West

California 22 -32 NE 8 NE 3 3 7

Colorado 41 -33 de 2 NE 56 56 22
Idaho 20 46 NE 28 278 -8 ±0 7

Nevada 51 47 NE 50 00 49 97 70
New Mexico 3 167 NE 15 °I° -73 19 17
Oregon -10 -4 NE -8 60 208 262 194
Utah 3 75 NE 14 550 -28 50 45
Washington 13 133 ° 30 NE 161 161 131
Wyoming -72 124 NE 2 NE NE NE -7

Median 13 47 NE 14 00 -1 53 22

Range:
Lowest -72 -33 -8 -73 ±0 -7
Highest 51 167 50 208 262 194

All States
studied

Median 39 67 NE 36 35 53 50
Lowest -72 -33 -8 -73 ±0 -7

Range:
Highest 1310 333 896 208 343 283

NE No Expenditures

400 Infinite increase because of base of zero.

(a) Due co pending litigation, the amounts of state aid to
Massachusetts school districts for current expenses for
vocational education were not known at the time of this
report.
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

This nationwide study of the administration of vocational-technical
education at the state level constitutes only the first phase of a proposed
three-year project. Each of the five studies reported here requires
more in-depth analysis than was possible during the relatively short
time-span alloted to the project. However, a wealth of data has been
collected which will be subjected to thorough scrutiny during the pro-
posed extension of the project.

Suggestions for further research are presented below, along with those
conclusions which can be stated at this time.

The Current Status of the Organization for the Administration
of Vocationa echnica Education at the tate Leve

In attempting to describe the organization and program activities of
vocational education at the state level in all 50 states, there is the
danger of oversimplification of a complex situation. Among the diffi-
culties of such a study are the lack of standard definitions among states,
variation in breadth of activities within a single state division of voca-
tional education, and inconsistencies in reporting. A need for greater
standardization in reporting has been found.

Moreover, the new developing occupational clusters for which training
is now being provided can not be classified and reported according to
the traditional categories. Thus, there appears some necessity for
modification of the present classification system.

On the basis of data collected to date, it would appear that in most
states vocational education is an integral part of the state's total public
education program. This is evidenced by the fact that in most states
the State Board of Education also serves as the State Board for Voca-
tional Education, with the chief state school officer as the executive
officer of both boards.

There is great variation among the 50 states in the number of profes-
sional staff members in the state agency in relation to the number of
vocational-technical education teachers in the state. The ratio of state
staff to teachers ranges from a low of 1 to 240 to a high of 1 to 9. In-
depth study of the differences in these ratios among the states would
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be invaluable in assessing the influence of state agency philosophy on
the size of the ratio and in evaluating the leadership and program de-
velopment in each state as compared with that of other states.

Stu of I4.seRgims of St aate-State -Level Administrationdministration
o Vocationa echnica E ucation

It is important to recognize that the findings from this study constitute
opinions or impressions which may not necessarily be borne out by
fact. However, in administering the state's vocational education pro-
gram, it would seem to be essential for the State Division of Vocational
Education to know how the agency was perceived by its client population
as well as by those groups to which the agency is accountable and re-
sponsible.

On the basis of results of this study, the following generalizations
appear to be appropriate.

The role of the State Division of Vocational Education, which in the past
may have been primarily compliance-checking and regulation and se-
condarily change-leadership, may now need to emphasize, and be ex-
pected to emphasize, the change-leadership aspect and diminish the
supervision-inspection-regulation aspect.

Social changes are demanding that the SDVE maintain or develop strong
dynamic leadership and viable relationships with the local school dis-
tricts. Sweeping changes in our social and technological founcations
may cause perceptions of what the SDVE should do to change rapidly.

Research done within the concept of role and role analysis has pro-
vided a growing awareness of the importance of role theory in educa-
tional administration. In general, r'1e studies have indicated that
when those concerned differ in their perceptions of what a role is or
should be, conflicts and a decrease in effectiveness and efficiency may
result.

In this study, conflicting perceptions as to the role of the SDVE appeared
to exist between the SDVE and the combined group of educators outside
the state agency. Generally speaking, the SDVE group perceived a
greater need for change toward more leadership activity, more regu-
lation and more involvement of others, than did other groups studied.
On the other hand, representatives of local schools, area vocational
schools and higher education perceived the SDVE as not providing as
much leadership and involvement of others as did the SDVE group itself.
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Thus, it would appear that many of the people with whom the SDVE
interacts do not perceive the SDVE in the same or similar way. Also,
these people seem to hold differing perceptions of what the SDVE should
be or should do.

Results from this nationwide study indicate that there may be signifi-
cant regional differences in the perceptions of the role of the SDVE.
Further investigation appears warranted.

It is suggested that additional analyses of the wide array of data col-
lected during this study would be fruitful. No study was made of the
important parameters. of the sample of respondents to the Group Inter-
view Guien Investigation of these variables should augment the findings
presented in this report. Determining the geographic and demographic
differences among groups of respondents should enhance our under-
standing of some of the factors associated with the perceived role of
state divisions of vocational education in their administration of vo-
cational-technical education. Such a study should assist state directors
of vocational education assess their own functions and activities and
help them to understand more deeply their roles in relation to other
groups and individuals in the decision-making process.

Anal sis of Selected State V ationaloc -
ec mca.'hiEdication tS-iff'dtions

This pilot study demonstrated the practicality and usefulness of an
instrument, such as that designed fcr the project, to record and classi-
fy the daily activities of professional staff members of State Divisions
of Vocational Education. The experience gained in designing and applying
the "Personal Record of Work Activities" form suggests that continued
investigation can prove fruitful -that valid and reliable techniques and
procedures for analysis of professional staff activities in State Divisions
of Vocational-Technical Education can be developed.

However, the findings from this preliminary study must be viewed as
tentative and cannot be generalized to include all State Divisions of Vó-
cational-Technical Education.

Moreover, the combined results of the 16 states studied indicate per-
ceived use of time, not actual use of time. Also, the respondents using
the instrument felt, in sorriinstances that activity and focus categories
were inadequate or not sufficiently inclusive ty definition to properly
record their work. Thus, semantic differences among respondents
might have fin. IC.h e r distorted the findings.
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With these limitations in mind, the following tentative conclusions can
be drawn:

1. State Division of Vocational Education professional personnel
perceive that they spend the greatest amount of their time
each day in planning activities and the least amount of their
time in compliance-checking.

2. These persons also consider that the greatest focus of their
daily activities is program design and development, but
they feel treat the least time is spent in program research.

It is interesting to note that these respondents recorded and classified
their daily activities in congruence with their concepts of the actual and
ideal role of the SDVE as measured by the Group Interview Guide.

Development of a Format and Criteria for Self-Anal sis
of tate 'visions - ucation

A preliminary draft of a format and criteria for self-analysis of state
divisions of vocational-technical education has been developed and
field-tested as a result of this study.

The full-scale field test in Pennsylvania, and several discussions with
state directors of vocational education and chief state school officers
establish, beyond a doubt, the prevailing belief that a need exists for
an instrument such as that designed by this study.

Results to date appear to indicate that, in addition to being used for
periodic, full-scale, formal self-analysis, the "Format and Criteria"
might have equal or greater value for use on a year-around basis as a
guide for new and old professional staff of state agencies, for board
members, for students and others interested in the administration of
vocational-technical education,.

nditures for Vocational-Technical Education

On the basis of results of this study, it is quite evident that expenditures
for vocational-technical education have been increasing from all three
of the major sources of funds--Federal, state and local. All funds have
increased, but Federal amounts have increased by a much larger per-
cent. It can reasonably be concluded that the Federal government is
now a partner of rather equal status with the state in helping local
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schools provide vocational-education services.

The increase in both state and local funds for vocational education have
been impressive, although many expenditures which directly or indirect-
ly benefit vocational education are not reported. Moreover, neither
unit costs nor program costs can be determined under present account-
ing practices. The mechanics for more complete financial reporting
are now available.

There is currently emerging a demand for Improved planning of voca-
tional-technical education programs utilizing the planning-programming-
budgeting system (PPBS). Moreover, there is increased public concern
about the benefits accruing from the costs of vocational education. Thus,
it appears inevitable that pressures will be increased for more compre-
hensive planning, conscious attention to goals and their achievement
and systematic evaluating.

The implications of these developments for accounting and reporting
procedures for the financing of vocational education prompt the following
suggestions:

1. States and Federal government jointly should develop stand-
ard definitions and terminology related to vocational-tech-
nical education.

2. Each state should identify and clearly state goals and
objectives of vocational education.

3. Each state should establish valid methods for evaluating
progress toward achievement of goals and objectives of
vocational education.

4. An accounting and reporting system which will provide
complete information 'regarding the expenditures for,
and costs of, all major aspects of vocational-technical
education f "om Federal, state and local sources should
be implemented.

5. Expenditures for administration, supervision, research,
teacher education and other services ancillary to instruc-
tion should be reported separately from those of the
school operating agencies--whether they be state, area
or local in scope.

6. The most relevant information concerning the benefits of
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these programs should be reported, such as numbers
enrolled, graduated, placed and continuing in the occu-
pation or related occupation.

Information from the above accounting and reporting procedures
should be utilized more consciously and meaningfully in the decision"
making and planning process, resulting in a practical program-planning-
budgeting system for vocational education programs and services.



IX. SUMMARY

The focus of the project was upon the organization, functions and
activities of state-agency administration of vocational-technical educa-
tion, with the purpose of providing pertinent information to state
directors of vocational education and their staffs which might contri-
bute to enhancing their leadership role and improve state agency admin-
istration.

A further goal was to develop techniques or instruments for implement-
ing the central purpose stated in the project proposal"to expedite
improvement in the scope, quality and coverage of vocational and tech-
nical education in local schools, by increasing the effectiveness of
state agency leadership, service and administration in this field of
education. "

The project was divided into five major studies, each designed to meet
one of the specific objectives:

1. To prepare a detailed description of the administration of
and services provided for, vocational-technical education
in each state, indicating the differences among states in
organization, personnel and services provided and iden-
tifying trends in administrative functions and activities.

2. To identify and analyze perceptions of what the roles and
functions of state agencies for vocational-technical educa-
tion are and what they should be.

3. To analyze activities of selected professional staff positions
in the state agency for vocational and technical education.

4. To design and field-test a format and criteria for self-
analysis of state agencies for vocational-technical education.

5. To analyze expenditures for vocational education through the
state agency for these programs which are operated in public
schools and related to Federal funds provided to states for
this purpose, with special emphasis to be given to changes
in expenditures following passage of the Vocational Educa-
tion Act of 1963.

Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT) was applied to the
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total project in order to facilitate the integrated planning and imple-
mentation of the five studies.

To the extent possible and practical, data collection for each study was
combined. All primary sources of data and some secondary sources
were obtained by means of visits to each state. Altogether 40 states
and Puerto Rico were visited by project staff. Data collected by means
of state visits were: (1) those secured from the Group Interview Gui le;
(2) those from individual interviews, including both interviews for the
perceptions and the expenditures studies; (3) those from completion of
the "Personal Record of Work Activity" form; and (4) documents and
other materials. The last source of data was obtained also by mail
either from the states or from the U.S. Office of Education.

Because each study was designed to meet a single objective, methods
of research varied widely among them. Thus, method, results, and
conclusions are summarized separately for each study.

Current Status of the Or anization for the Administration of
oca ona ec n ca Educa on at e tate ve

This study was designed to meet the first objective listed above. Data
were secured from various secondary sources, including the State
Plans, state directories of personnel, job descriptions, state consti-
tutions and statutes, and various official state reports to the Office of
Education. These data were organized and tabulated into ten areas:
(1) legal basis for the administration of vocational-technical education;
(2) selection of state officers for the administration of vocational-tech-
nical education; (3) position of vocational-technical education in the
state administration of vocational-technical education; (4) organization
for the administration of vocational-technical education; (5) profession-
al staff for state administration of vocational-technical education; (6)
teachers in vocational-technical programs; (7) enrollments in vocation-
al-technical programs; (8) relationship of teachers to state staff in
vocational-technical programs; (9) schools providing vocational-tech-
nical programs; and (10) income and expenditures for vocational-tech-
nical education.

The study was based on data from school years 1965-66 and 1966-67.
The data for 1966-67 were very incomplete, and the data for 1965-66
were not consistent for all states because they were obtained from var-
ious sources. During the next phase of the project it is proposed to
update (school year 1966-67), validate and obtain reliability for all data
in the present study.
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This report covers only those vocational-technical education activities
which conform to the definition of vocational education as given in the
most recent Federal legislation (PL. 88-210).

On the basis of the data collected it would appear that in most states
vocational education is an integral part of the state's total public edica-
tion program. In every state, providing vocational education is re-
quired by statute and a legal provision has been made to establish a
State Board for Vocational Education. In most states, the State Board
of Education has been designated the State Board for Vocational Educa-
tion. In 45 states the chief state school officer is the executive officer
of the State Board for Vocational Education, and in most states (35) the
director of vocational education reports directly to the chief state
school officer.

There is great variation among the 50 states in the number of profess-
ional staff members in the state agency for vocational education in re-
lation to the number of vocational education teachers in the state. The
ratios of state staff to teachers range from 1 to 240 to 1 to 9. Although
it is difficult to determine a basic reason for this wide variation, a
major contributing factor appears to be size of enrollments in vocation-
al education programs. States with small enrollments still must main-
tain certain basic services which tend to result in relatively high ratios.

Dramatic changes in administration, staffing, and financing vocational-
technical education have taken place between the years 1964-65 and
1965-66. To determine whether these changes are unique cr whether
they indicate a trend will require continued research and updating of
data for several subsequent years.

Study of Perceptions of State-Level Administration of
Vocational-lechnical Education

This study was designed to meet the second objective of the project: to
identify and analyze the expectations and perceptions of the roles and
functions of state agencies for vocational education as expressed by re-
presentatives of various groups of educators, important policy-making
groups, relevant lay groups, the' state division of vocational education
itself and other state agencies.

In developing the research design it was deemed appropriate to divide
the study into two parts: the major study, deriving its data solely from
the Group Interview Guide; and a second study, utilizing data secured
primarily through individual interviews.
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The theoretic basis and rationale for the group instrument was that of
a general systems approach to the study of the state division of voca-
tional education, implemented by application of. the role concept to
the analysis of the operation of this state agerhcy.

This investigation was conducted as a field utudy based upon ex post
facto research design. For purposes of study, the SDVE was conceived

aTa combination leadership-regulatory agency. Leadership and re-
gulation were not thought to be discrete role categories, but as located
along a continuum. Involvement was thought to be one dimension of
leadership.

Initial development of the Group Interview Guide was completed under
a prior study. Further refinement of the instrument was undertaken as
a first phase of the current project. The instrument was developed to
assess respondent perceptions concerning the present administration
of vocational-technical education in state agencies and their concept-23
of desirable activities in these state agencies. The Group Interview
Guide was administered to 1,783 persons in 38 states. These respon-
dents were a purposely selected sample of educators and lay personnel
who normally have some knowledge of or relationship with the state
division of vocational education.

Stated in general terms, the problem of this study was to analyze se-
lected respondents' perceptions of what "is" and of what "should be"
the role of the SDVE. This problem was studied in terms of inter-
group responses and consensus on selected items and groups of items.
The following questions were examined: (1) How is the SDVE viewed in
respect to the dimensions of inspection-regulation and leadership-
change? (2) What are the perceived actual and ideal role(s) of the SDVE
as expressed by respondents? (3) What are the relationships between
the dimensions of leadership-change, inspection-regulation and involve-
ment (both actual and ideal)? Eleven null hypotheses were developed for
testing and analysis of these three basic questions.

All data were computer processed and analyses utilizing both single
items and clusters of items were performed. The non-parametric chi-
square test was used in analysis of single items, analyses of variance
were used for analysis of clusters of items, and Pearson Product Mo-
ment Correlations were developed among clusters of items.

Seven basic clusters were developed: actual and ideal leadership func-
tion; actual and ideal degree of regulation function; present and ideal
degree of SDVE involvement function; and attitude toward vocational
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education Three additional clusters were derived indicating differ-
ences between actual and ideal perceptions of the leadership, regula-
tion and involvement functions. These 10 clusters were tested for
reliability and the majority of the reliability coefficients fell between
.95 and .80.

Through analysis of variance technique, it was demonstrated that there
were no significant differences among responses of representatives of
the Advisory Council Group, Legislative group, and State Board of Edu-
cation groups. Thus, these three groups were combined for some
analyses.

Results of analyses indicated that there were Significant differences
among respondent group scores on the seven basic clusters and on the
derived difference clusters. However, no significant differences were
found among the responses of representatives of local schools, area
schools and higher education, suggesting that level or location of employ-
ment of such educators does not determine their responses to the clus-
ters developed by this study. Further analysis indicates that there are
significant differences between the SDVE group and other educators.

As a result of generating a correlation matrix of cluster scores, it can
be deduced that neither the leadership function nor the regulation func-
tion is seen as something discrete, but that they overlap.

Also, findings seem to indicate that those people who perceive that
there is involvement by the SDVE, or believe that they are involved in
SDVE activities feel that there should be minimum emphasis by the
SDVE on regulation.

The SDVE group generally had higher scores than other groups except
state-level policy and advisory groups on both actual and ideal leader-
ship, regulation, and involvement and equally lower scores than other
groups on the three clusters representing differences between the
actual and ideal dimensions of these same measures. If it is accepted
that the magnitude of the difference cluster score represents the inten-
sity of need for change, it can be concluded that the SDVE perceived
less need for change than did any of the other groups. In other words,
this group felt it was doing a good job and felt less need to increase its
activities in these three areas than did the other respondents.

The groups most critical of SDVE activities were the representatives
of local schools, area schools and higher education. The groups which
seemed to feel that the SDVE was doing all that it should be doing were
the representatives of the State Board of Education, the State Advisory
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Council and the State Legislature. However, these latter groups
appeared to expect more, not fewer, regulation activities by the SDVE
than did the SDVE itself.

The second perceptions study, based upon responses from individual
interviews, investigated four major areas: the public image of the
SDVE; the staff of the SDVE; relationships of the SDVE with other
agencies; and the quality, availability and scope of vocational-technical
education programs. A total number of 432 interviews were held in
38 states and Puerto Rico.

The following conclusions appear warranted:

1. In general, state divisions of vocational education enjoy a
positive public image.

2. Relationships with the State Department of Education appear
to be strong. In states where the SDVE is part of the SDE,
it appears to be well-integrated with other units of the State
Department of Education.

3. There is general feeling among all groups that vocational-
technical education must be made available to more youth
and adults. Moreover, there appears to be sentiment for
developing new occupational training opportunities--that
too many of the existing programs tend to be traditional.

4. Respondents tended to perceive the need for more involvement
of the public in planning and other SDVE activities.

5. Among the five groups studied (SDVE, SDE, other educators,
lay policy makers, and other state agency personnel), the
group most critical of SDVE operations and vocational-tech-
nical education programs was that composed of educators
outside the state agencies for education.

6. In comparing the response patterns of SDVE respondents with
those of the respondents representing the office of the chief
state school officer, it would appear that the SDVE group is
less confident about the job it is doing than is the group
to which it is immediately responsible.

Results from this nationwide study of perceptions have demonstrated
that there are significant differences among groups. No attempt was
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made to discover if there are regional differences. Disparities in
mean cluster scores from the Group Interview Guide between the two
samples of respondents indicate that there may be geographic or
regional differences.

It is suggested that further analyses of the wide array of data collected
during this study would be fruitful. No study was made of the impor-
tant parameters of the sample of respondents in the Group Interview
Guide. Investigation of these variables should augment the findings
presented in this report. Determining the geographic and demographic
differences among groups of respondents should enhance our under-
standing of some of the factors associated with the perceived role of
state agencies for vocational-technical education. Such a study should
assist state directors of vocational education assess their own functions
and activities in relation to their client groups as well as to those groups
to which the state agency is accountable and responsible.

Analysis of Selected Professional Staff Positions within the SDVE

The purpose of this study was to develop techniques and procedures
for analysis of professional staff activities and functions in State
Divisions of Vocational-Technical Education by means of a pilot study.
Siiteen stares participated in the study. They were neither a random
nor a stratified representative sample of states, so that results of the
study cannot be generalized to include the population of the 50 state
divisions of vocational-technical education in the United States.
However, it was not the purpose of the study to attempt to assess
nationwide what the daily activities of professional personnel in these
agencies, in fact, were.

An instrument, "Personal Record of Work Activity" was designed. It
had three major dimensions: the kinds of people with whom professional
staff personnel interact; the kinds of actions or decisions in which pro-
fessional staff personnel are involved; and the focus of concern in
carrying out a particular action.

Each participant completed the instrument every day for 14 consecutive
days. The forms were mailed to the project office daily. A total of
105 SDVE professional staff members participated in the study: 16 state
directors, 15 supervisors of agriculture education, 16 supervisors of
business and office education, 11 supervisors of distributive education,
16 supervisors of homemaking education, 15 supervisors of technical
and industrial education, and 16 supervisors of manpower development
and training. The completed forms were machine data processed.
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Results indicate that substantial differences in the time spent with var-
ious types of people exist among the various program groups and be-
tween the supervisors and the directors. For example, the range in
the proportion of reported time spent with teachers was about 9% by
MDTA supervisors to almost 61% by Business and Office Education
supervisors.

Among the 16 "action" activities, all groups reported that the major
portion of their time was spent in planning, consulting, communicating
and travel. The least amount of time was spent in compliance checking
and statistical research.

When average percent of total daily time was categorized according to
the focus of the activity, all groups indicated that their major foci were
problem identification and definition and program design and develop-
ment.

It would appear from the results obtained in this pilot study that further
investigation can prove fruitful--that valid and reliable techniques for
self-analyeis of professional staff activities in state divisions of voca-
tional-technical education can be developed.

Development of a Format and Criteria for Self-Analysis of
State Divisions of Vocational-Technical Education

The purpose of this study was to improve the scope and quality of voca-
tional-technical education by strengthening agencies responsible for
state-level administration of such education. The intent was to provide
a flexible instrument and not to prescribe any single type of administra-
tive pattern. Thus, the immediate objective was to design, develop,
field-test, and begin refinement of an instrument specifically to meet
the needs for self-analysis by state agencies for vocational-technical
education.

An interdisciplinary approach was dee "ed essential to the development
of viable criteria. It was also felt that -it state directors themselves
should provide the guiding philosophy for the procedure and the criteria.

A workshop was held to establish some guidelines, achieve orientation
and identify a mass of raw material to be sifted and refined for use as
a nucleus for procedures and principles to be included in the initial
drafts of the planned "Format and Criteria for Self-Analysis by State
Agencies for Vocational-Technical Education. "

Several drafts of the instrument were prepared, reviewed, and revised.
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Eventually, a draft was deemed ready for a full-scale field test, which
was completed in Pennsylvania. On the basis of this experience, the
instrument will be subjected to further revision and refinement.

Evidence indicates that there is a need for a "Format and Criteria", and
that the type of instrument developed in this study is appropriate. The
belief that such an instrument would facilitate the improvement of
vocational-technical education through improved state-level adminis-
tration has been reinforced by experience to date.

Study of Expenditures for Vocational-Technical Education

This study focused upon the expenditures for vocational education
through the state agency for those programs which are operated in pub-
lic schools and related to Federal funds provided to states for this pur-
pose. Specifically, the study was concerned with: (1) state expenditures
in support of vocational-technical education programs including state
funds for local, area vocational schools, colleges or institutes; (2)
the financing of state agencies for vocational education, including
agencies for administration and supervision, teacher education and
research.

Some information was gathered for all 50 states, but a more detailed
analysis was made of 24 states. This detailed study was essentially
a comparison of expenditures for 1962-63 and 1965-66.

Findings

1. Increase in Federal funds for vocational education.

Among the 24 states studied the median increase in Federal expenditures
between 1963 and 1966 eas 316%. Among all 50 states, the total increase
between 1963 and 1966 was slightly more than 331%. The actual expen-
ditures in 1964-65 and in 1965-66 were undully high because these were
the first years Federal vocational education funds could be used for
construction or major equipment, and many states considered equip-
ment and buildings as their major immediate need.

2. Increase in state funds for vocational education.

The increase in both state and local funds for vocational education since
1963 has been impressive, but it would be much more impressive if
the total funds were known. The limited evidence available indicates
that the increase in state and local funds devoted to vocational-technical
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education in community colleges was substantial, but these expenditures
were not reported.

3. Increase in total expenditures for vocational education.

The total expenditures for vocational-technical e ducation more than
doubled between 1962-63 and 1965-66 on the basis of all measures used.

4. Funds for the operation of State Divisions of Vocational Education.

From 1962-63 to 1965-66 the median increase in expenditures for state
education agencies was the least of any of the agencies or functions
identified in the study. Among the 24 states studied it would appear
that support for the operation of state agencies is about equally divided
between Federal and state funds.

5. Expenditures for teacher education by state agencies.

The median increase between 1962-63 and 1965-66 in Federal funds for
teacher education among the 24 states was 72%. In both years the
division of support between Federal and state funds remained about
the same-457o Federal and 55% state.

6. Funds for vocational education research by state agencies.

Of the 24 states studied, only four showed any expenditures for research
in 1962-63 while 11 reported such expenditures in 1965-66. However, the
total amounts devoted to research in vocational education remained
small in all cases.

7. Funds for capital outlay for vocational education.

Federal funds were heavily involved in the large median increase (99%)
between 1963 and 1966 in expenditures for vocational school capital
outlay. In 1965-66 the median state of the 24 states studied used 37%
of its vocational education funds for this purpose, while in 1962-63 it
used only 10% of the much smaller Federal aid for capital outlay.

8. Federal funds for vocational schools.

In 1965-66, 92% of all Federal aid for vocational education was used for
schools (either for capital or current expense). No state among the 24
studied used less than 69% of its Federal aid for this purpose.
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It can be reasonably concluded that the Federal government is now a
partner of rather equal status with the state in helping local schools
provide vocational education services. From the extensive study of
24 states we find in the median state that Federal funds provide 32%,
state funds, 24% and local school districts, 39%.

However, total expenditures for vocational education remain unknown.
Moreover, neither unit costs nor program costs can be determined
under present accounting practices. The mechancis for such financial
reporting are now available. Administrative decisions necessary to
quantify program, supervision and service factors must now be made
in order to develop such accounting procedures.

There is currently emerging a new concern that vocational educational
planning be characterized by (1) more insight into goal identification,
(2) use of more concrete information as a basis for decision - raking,
and (3) studies in which the more subtle input-output factors are re-
lated in analyses of alternative programs and uses of resources.
Planning-programming-budgeting system (PPBS) is the result of these
concerns.

Application of PPBS to the accounting and reporting procedures of vo-
cational-technical education should contribute greatly to the decision-
making and planning process, resulting in more meaningfuirvocational-
technical education programs and services.

This Nationwide Study of the Administration of Vocational-Technical
Education at the State Level represents only the first phase of a pro-
posed three-year project. Hence, few definite conclusions could be
reported. Each of the five studies reviewed above required more in-
depth analysis than was possible during the relatively short time-span
provided for the project. Suggestions for further research have been
present along with the findings from each of the five studies.
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